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Abstract 
 
This study examines pedagogical practices in PhD supervision meetings in an Australian university 
using conversation analysis. Although communication between supervisors and students has been 
acknowledged as having a great impact on the successful completion of a PhD and several studies 
of PhD supervision meetings have been conducted, the actual interaction that takes place in this 
goal-oriented institutional setting is under-researched. 
Data for this study consist of approximately 25 hours of supervisory talk and video recorded during 
25 PhD supervision meetings in an Australian research intensive university. Participants include 
five supervisors and five PhD students in both social and natural sciences at two stages of 
candidature: an early stage within the first year of candidature, and a late stage before thesis 
submission.  
Analysis of the data shows that supervisors performed a range of actions in accomplishing their 
challenging task of balancing giving guidance and developing student autonomy. These actions 
include giving guidance and factual information, giving feedback with equivocation, providing 
several options, withholding advice, and questioning. In performing these actions and flexibly 
switching between actions, supervisors sometimes treat the students as needing guidance and 
advice, and sometimes regard them as independent researchers. The examination of supervisors’ 
pedagogical practices highlights that equivocation is a factor constituting the balancing act.  
The analysis demonstrates that students are oriented to the goal of learning to become independent 
researchers. Their orientations centre on the balance between seeking guidance, advice from 
supervisors and developing their skills and knowledge as independent researchers. The students’ 
orientations towards independent researchers at the early stage of candidature are displayed in the 
way they take responsibility for their study, voice their opinions, and demonstrate their knowledge 
and capability of doing research. Meanwhile students at both stages of candidature take 
responsibility for their study and voice their own opinions, those at the late stage display more 
confidence and competency. In addition to taking responsibility and voicing opinions, the students 
at the late stage are in a position to make own decisions on research-related issues and claim 
independent knowledge.  
The dynamics of the interaction between the supervisors and students emerge from the analysis of 
the data and this suggests distinctive features of supervision meetings in the two stages of 
candidature. As a result, this study provides empirical evidence for an understanding of institutional 
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talk in the context of higher education and implications for supervision pedagogy. It extends 
empirical knowledge of pedagogical practices in supervision meetings. This knowledge will provide 
supervisors and students with deep insights into their own practices. It can also help to bridge the 
mismatch of expectations about roles and responsibilities between supervisors and students.   
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Chapter 1: Introduction  
This study examines pedagogical practices in PhD supervision meetings in an Australian university 
using conversation analysis. It addresses three research questions: (1) How do supervisors balance 
giving guidance and developing student autonomy in supervision meetings? (2) What evidence is 
there of students’ orientations towards developing skills and knowledge as independent researchers? 
and (3) What are the characteristics of supervision meetings in the two main stages of candidature: 
the early stage and the late stage?  
PhD education makes substantial contributions in all aspects of society. PhD graduates are expected 
to demonstrate the highest scholarly capabilities, skills, and knowledge and be independent 
researchers. As such, PhD graduates generally enjoy positive outcomes such as better job 
opportunities or promotion (Group of Eight, 2013). The Group of Eight (Go8) is a group of the 
eight research extensive universities in Australia, one of which provides the research site for this 
study. 
As a result of its significance, PhD education programs around the world have attracted an 
increased number of students and greater diversity within the student cohort. The number of 
doctoral students almost doubled in a ten-year period in Australia and this was mirrored in many 
European countries and in the UK (Lee & Danby, 2012). They also state that more than 40,000 
doctoral students graduate each year in the United States and that doctoral education in China, 
India, South-East Asia and countries in South America and Africa is experiencing an increase as 
well. In addition, most countries are working towards increasing the number of PhDs and this 
further emphasises the importance of PhD education. Although there has been an increase in student 
numbers and diversity, many students do not complete the degree and this causes a great concern 
for governments and PhD students themselves. In response to this issue, changes in policies have 
been made in terms of economics and funding (Engebretson et al., 2008). These changes have 
significantly affected research supervision in Australia, New Zealand and Europe and placed more 
stress on stakeholders including universities, faculties, students, and particularly supervisors 
(Craswell, 2007; Walker & Thomson, 2010). 
There is a growing body of research on PhD education in an attempt to improve the outcomes of 
research education (McCallin & Nayar, 2012). Among all aspects of the field such as 
administration, procedure, and policy, research supervision has received the most attention from 
researchers as it is considered to be a determining factor in the success of any PhD student (Grant, 
2003; Moses, 1984; Tinkler & Jackson, 2000). In the Australian context, most universities adopt the 
2 
 
traditional training model (McCallin & Nayar, 2012) following the practice of the UK (Group of 
Eight, 2013). In this model, individual students work closely with one or two nominated 
supervisors. Therefore, the relationship between supervisors and students is very important. 
Frequent and purposeful face-to-face supervision meetings are crucial as it is in supervision 
meetings that supervisors and students interact to achieve the goals of PhD candidature.  
Research has been conducted to improve the effectiveness of the supervisory relationship and of 
supervision meetings. However, most of the studies have been based on surveys, interviews, or 
questionnaires rather than on observational data. In addition, most of these studies focus on the 
perspective of supervisors, not that of students. And little has been discovered about how 
supervisors and students orient to the institutional goals of supervision. Consequently, the 
interactions between supervisors and students in this goal-oriented institutional setting remain 
“unscrutinised and unquestioned” (Johnson, Lee, & Green, 2000), “unpredictable” and “poorly 
understood” (Grant, 2003), being “conducted in a secret garden” (Park, 2006) due to lack of 
empirical research (Sambrook, Irvine, & Bradbury-Jones, 2007). 
To bridge these gaps, the current study uses a framework of conversation analysis to analyse the 
dynamics of the interaction between supervisors and students in PhD supervision meetings to 
uncover how supervisors and students co-construct their interaction as a site of teaching and 
learning in the context of higher education. Taking the point that supervision meetings are 
occasions of institutional interactions which are characterised by asymmetry, particularly epistemic 
asymmetry (Heritage & Drew, 1992), and that the coordination of knowledge and the management 
of asymmetries of knowledge are fundamental drivers of conversation (Heritage, 2012a, 2012b; 
Mushin, 2013), this study expands the strand of research of knowledge management that is located 
primarily within conversation analysis with a focus on epistemic positions (Stivers, Mondada, & 
Steensig, 2011) .  
To do this, this study first examines how supervisors achieve the balancing act between giving 
guidance and developing student autonomy. This examination shows that supervisors are oriented 
to the achievement of the balancing act when supervising students at both early and late stage of the 
candidature. Supervisors give guidance and factual information to students when the issues under 
discussion fall within supervisors’ epistemic domains. To develop student autonomy, supervisors 
perform a range of actions at certain moments in the interaction: giving feedback with equivocation, 
providing several options or alternatives, withholding advice, and questioning. The examination 
highlights that equivocation is deployed by supervisors when issues under discussion are 
specifically related to student’s theses and it is used as a means to create the balancing act. 
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Equivocation is, therefore, proposed as an institutional feature of supervisory talk. This finding 
expands the concept of “professional cautiousness” that is claimed to be a feature of institutional 
talk (Heritage & Drew, 1992, p. 46).    
The study then investigates students’ displays of orientations toward learning to become 
independent researchers. It shows that the students, at both early and late stage of the candidature, 
are oriented to the goal of learning towards independent researchers. The students at the early stage 
display this orientation by taking responsibility for their study, voicing opinions, and demonstrating 
their knowledge and potential capability to do independent research. The growing independence 
and competence of those at the late stage of the candidature is displayed through the ways students 
take responsibility for their study, voicing opinions, making own decisions, and claiming 
independent knowledge. The examination highlights that students’ learning centers on balancing 
between seeking guidance, advice and developing autonomy.   
Bringing together the analysis of supervisors’ and students’ practices that are examined separately 
at each stage of the candidature, this study unveils some features of supervision meetings as 
institutional talk. It shows that supervision meetings at early stage are marked by an asymmetry 
between supervisors as experts and students as novices. Supervision meetings at late stage of 
candidature are co-constructed as interactions between colleagues though changes in participants’ 
epistemic positions are identified. Participants are oriented to the institutional goals and activities 
are collaboratively accomplished at both stages of the candidature.  
This study makes contributions to the line of conversation analysis (henceforth CA) research on 
institutional talk by extending analysis to an under-researched educational context- PhD supervision 
meetings. A CA study with its naturally occurring data can cut across “basic problems associated 
with the gap between beliefs and action and between what people say and what they do” (Heritage 
& Drew, 1992, p. 5). Specifically, this study shows the ways in which supervisors enact a balancing 
act between giving guidance and developing student autonomy and students’ learning towards 
becoming independent researchers.  
This knowledge will provide supervisors and students with better insights into their own practices. 
As a result, they can adjust their interactional repertoires to make best of their supervision meetings. 
By demonstrating and explaining why supervisors step back from giving guidance at certain 
moments in supervision meetings, this study bridges the mismatch of expectations about roles and 
responsibilities between supervisors and students, particularly international students, as reported in 
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prior research on supervision. In addition, it provides a resource for designing development training 
programme for supervisors and students.  
This dissertation presents in detail my review of the available literature on supervision, the research 
methodology deployed, findings and analysis of the data, and concluding remarks.   
Chapter 2 reviews the important literature about research supervision. It reviews the basic factors 
involved in PhD candidature in Australia: supervision as pedagogy, the concept of independent 
researchers, and the roles and responsibilities of supervisors and students. It then provides an 
overview of supervision meetings, previous studies on supervision meetings and current work on 
supervisory interactions. Finally, it provides an overview of conversation analysis and institutional 
talk and reviews basic concepts related to knowledge asymmetry to provide an understanding of 
how to interpret the data. It concludes by identifying gaps in the literature, setting the context for 
this study. 
Chapter 3 presents the research questions of the study and provides information on participants and 
data. It also outlines the four main steps of the data analysis process adopted in this study.   
Chapter 4 discusses the analysis of supervisors’ pedagogical practices when supervising students at 
two stages of candidature: an early stage referred to as Pre-Confirmation Stage (henceforth PCS) 
and a late stage referred to as Thesis Review Stage (henceforth TRS). Analysis of the data shows a 
range of actions performed by supervisors and pinpoints the impacts of supervisors’ actions on the 
development of students towards independent researchers. It highlights how supervisors create a 
balance between giving guidance and developing student autonomy.    
Chapter 5 focuses on students’ display of orientations and competency towards independent 
researchers at the two stages of candidature. It highlights the balance that centers on students’ 
learning: seeking guidance, advice and developing towards independent researchers.  
Chapter 6 concludes the study with a discussion of the findings in relation to the three research 
questions, its contributions and implications for supervision practice, its limitations and suggestions 
for further research.  
5 
 
Chapter 2: Literature Review  
2.1. Introduction  
This chapter provides a review of the literature on research supervision that sets the background for 
the current study. First, it presents basic factors involved in the PhD candidature in Australia 
followed by a discussion of supervision as pedagogy, concept of independent researchers, and the 
roles and responsibilities of supervisors and students. Then, it provides a description of supervision 
meetings and reviews previous studies of supervision meetings. Next, it outlines an overview of CA 
and institutional talk followed by a description of basic notions related to epistemics (the study of 
knowledge asymmetries in interaction) that are pivotal for the analysis in this study. At the 
conclusion, gaps in the field are identified to set the ground for this study to be conducted.  
2.2. PhD candidature  
The document written by Go8 (Group of Eight, 2013) notes that a central element of a PhD 
qualification is always the need for independent research regardless of countries or supervision 
training models. The intended output of a PhD is an independent researcher, as demonstrated by 
research leading to a satisfactory dissertation and defence (Petre & Rugg, 2010). The transition to 
become an independent scholar and researcher is an essential part of doctoral education in the 
United States (Gardner, 2008). What constitutes an independent researcher and what is involved in 
the process of becoming an independent researcher is discussed in detail in Section 2.2.2. 
The PhD training model that is adopted in most universities in Australia now follows the practice of 
the UK (Group of Eight, 2013), taking the form of a research apprenticeship in which individual 
students work closely with a nominated supervisor. This model is a traditional one in Australia 
(McCallin & Nayar, 2012). The Australian PhD is a research degree based on the so-called 
Oxbridge model and does not contain assessable coursework components (Mowbray & Halse, 
2010). The Oxbridge model is the one in which a novice student researcher learns from a research 
supervisor. Recently, team supervision has become more common. The PhD candidature lasts three 
to four years for full time students and seven or eight years for part-time students. This model is 
different from the US model in which the research is combined with a program of coursework and 
at the end of the program PhD students have to pass an examination which often involves an oral as 
well as a written component. In most universities in Australia, PhD students are not required to have 
a viva or an oral defense which is obligatory in the UK model on which the Australian model was 
based (Johnston, 1997). A viva is part of the process for submission at RMIT, the University of 
Tasmania, and Sydney College of the Arts at the University of Sydney (Ward, 2013).  
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A PhD candidature is divided into different stages to ensure progress of the research. In Australia, 
different universities refer to these stages as different milestones. For example, these stages are 
referred to as Confirmation, Progress Review, and Final Review milestones at Monash University. 
At the University of Melbourne, four key milestones include PhD 6-month progress review, PhD 
Confirmation (12 months), PhD 2-year annual progress review and PhD 3-year annual progress 
review (Completion). Despite the variations in the terms used in different Australian universities, 
these milestones share a common goal of providing students with an opportunity to articulate their 
research and receive constructive feedback and guidance on their progress to date. In the university 
where the data for the current study were collected, students undergo three main milestones: 
confirmation, mid-candidature, and the thesis review milestone, each lasting one year and achieving 
different goals. Pre-confirmation stage is in the first year of the candidature. By the end of the 
confirmation process, students should be comfortable with the robustness and viability of their 
research project. They will have chances to receive valuable feedback on how to improve their 
research questions and proposed methodology from their academic colleagues. Students are 
expected to have a clear path to follow towards mid-candidature review. The mid-candidature 
milestone is set up to ensure students are on the right track and provide comments on students’ 
progress to date, the rigour of the research methodology, and suggestions for any final experiments 
or data collection activities. Finally, the thesis review milestone ensures students have a thesis 
which is ready to submit by the due date. By this stage, students should have the majority of the 
thesis written. They will receive direction and guidance in the final stage of their project from peers. 
Comments will be made on the content and structure of their thesis and they will receive 
suggestions for making it ready for submission. 
There exists a high rate of late or non-completion students and this has been a global concern for 
many years (Bowen & Rudenstine, 1992; Burnett, 1999). Some researchers claim that 40-50 percent 
of students never finish their doctoral study (Bowen & Rudenstine, 1992; Council of Graduate 
Schools, 2008; Smallwood, 2004). It is reported that 40-50 percent of students fail to successfully 
complete dissertations in the social sciences in the UK (Rudd, 1985). Nearly 10 years later, 
Dunkerley and Weeks (1994) found that 46% of 1,969 PhD students withdrew from their program. 
Only one in three PhD students completes their degree in some humanities programs (Smallwood, 
2004). And 50% of doctoral students complete and very few do so within the timeframe (Taylor & 
Beasley, 2005). 
The PhD in Australia first drew researchers’ attention in the 1980s (Connell, 1985; Moses, 1984; 
Nightingale, 1984). Wide debates have emerged about factors concerning the problem of successful 
completion. In the 1990s when the nature and quality of postgraduate studies including PhD started 
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to become a matter of increasing interest, more attention was paid to matters of administration, 
procedure, and policy (Holdaway, 1994; Marginson, 2002). Some current work is more practice-
oriented (Kamler & Thomson, 2006; Pearse, 2002). Kamler and Thomson (2006) scruntinize 
institutional policy information and responsibilities to support students and the tasks of scope and 
sequence of activities associated with the research process. Other issues include supervisory 
processes (Gill & Burnard, 2008; Ives & Rowley, 2005; Nulty, Kiley, & Meyers, 2009; Pearson & 
Brew, 2002; Price & Money, 2002), student and institutional factors (Manathunga, 2005a), and 
supervision as pedagogy (Golde, 2010; Grant, 2010; Lee & Danby, 2012; Walker & Thomson, 
2010). It is the last issue – supervision as pedagogy – that has emerged in recent years and set the 
scene for the current study. Therefore, the issue of supervision as pedagogy is discussed further in 
Section 2.2.1.  
As noted earlier, the Australian supervision training model has been characterised by an intense, 
individual relationship between a research supervisor and a research student. The quality of research 
supervision has been considered to be one of the main factors affecting successful completion. 
Good supervision has been claimed to be a determinant, key factor in the success of any PhD 
student in early research about supervision (Brown & Atkinson, 1988; Grant, 2003; Moses, 1984; 
Pole, Sprokkereef, Burgess, & Lakin, 1997; Tinkler & Jackson, 2000). Many problems in 
supervision have been shown to affect completion. Inadequate supervision or supervisor-related 
issues were reported to cause students to withdraw from study (Bowen & Rudenstine, 1992; Golde, 
2000; Zuber-Skerritt, 1992). Other problems involved a lack of communication between the 
supervisor and student, the student’s misperception of standards, of requirements, and of the 
supervisor’s role and functions (Zuber-Skerritt, 1992). PhD students’ dissatisfaction with the quality 
of supervision is consistently documented in studies in Australia, New Zealand and Britain (Barrett, 
Magin, & Smith, 1983; Battersby, Battersby, & Miller, 1980; Rudd, 1985; Rudd & Simpson, 1975; 
Welsh, 1978). The discontent comes from three main sources under the headings of personality 
factors, professional factors and organisational factors.  
1. Personality factors: Neglect by supervisor; clash of personalities; barriers to communication arising from 
age differences, cultural or language differences; personal differences in work approach. 
2. Professional factors: Misinformed or ignorant supervisor, leading the student on the wrong track; supervisor 
with few genuine research interests, or research interests which are different from those of the student. 
3. Organisational factors: Supervisor having too many students to supervise; being too busy with 
administration; unable to manage his/her research group properly; departmental arrangements and facilities 
isolating the student; inadequate support services and provision of equipment.  
                                                                                                       (Moses, 1984, pp. 155-156) 
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Many years later, in Emilsson and Johnson’s (2007) study, inadequate supervision is still identified 
by students as the major factor affecting timely completion. It can be seen that quality of 
supervision has been a concern for years.  
To improve the effectiveness of supervision for successful completion, different aspects of 
supervision have been explored by numerous researchers globally in order to improve the quality of 
supervision. These include supervisors’ conceptions of research (Lee, 2008; Wright, Murray, & 
Geale, 2007), students’ attitudes and perspectives (Abiddin & West, 2007b; Armstrong, 2004) or 
students’ learning practices (Ward, 2013; Wisker, Robinson, Trafford, Creighton, & Warnes, 2003), 
patterns, practices and process of supervision (Parry & Hayden, 1994; Pearson, 1999; Pole et al., 
1997), models for supervision (Gatfield, 2005; Kayrooz & Pearson, 2004; Vilkinas, 2008), power in 
supervision (Chiang, 2009), and the supervisory relationship (Ives & Rowley, 2005; Mainhard, van 
der Rijst, van Tartwijk, & Wubbels, 2009). It is the last factor that frames the current study.  
Wright, Murray and Geale’s (2007) study investigate doctoral supervisors’ experience of 
supervision and how this influenced their role. They report five conceptions of supervision, in 
which supervisors viewed themselves as quality assurers, supportive guides, research trainers, 
mentors and knowledge enthusiasts. Wisker et al. (2003) identify postgraduate student learning 
approaches, perceptions and practices of research as a form of learning using questionnaires, focus 
groups, and interviews/supervisory dialogues. Their study was conducted with 150 Israeli PhD 
students and 40 UK-based PhD students. They point out that dissonance in research seen as a form 
of learning produces potentially significant difficulties for students at different stages in their work. 
They propose that a research development program and supervisory dialogues should provide 
support, enabling some PhD students to overcome dissonance and succeed in their studies. Both 
studies use supervisory talk as a small part of their research.  
Among many factors leading to good supervision is the relationship between supervisors and 
students and this is regarded as the most important, determinant factor (Acker & Hammick, 1998; 
Grant & Graham, 1999; Knowles, 2007; Krauss, 2010; Lovitts, 2001). The supervisor-student 
relationship can enhance student satisfaction with the PhD process and the production of high-
quality theses (Heinrich, 1991; Hockey, 1991). A good supervisory relationship prevents slow 
progress and a large percentage of “drop outs” (Blumberg, 1977; Cullen, Pearson, Saha, & Spear, 
1994; Rudd, 1985). For example, in Blumberg (1977), it was noted that a relationship involving 
trust, warmth and honest collaboration potentially brought about good supervision. This has been 
reinforced in more recent work. For example, de Valero (2001) noted that positive relationships 
promoted success, while poor relationships negatively affected timely completion. In his study, the 
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supervisor-student relationship was one among several factors affecting the study outcome. He 
employed quantitative and qualitative methods to investigate completion rates among departments 
and to identify what departmental factors positively or negatively affected degree progress and 
completion rates at one institution in the United States. Similarly, Gurr (2001) shared the same view 
that a good relationship was associated with students’ progress. In contrast, poor interpersonal 
relationships and lack of rapport between supervisors and students affected the quality of 
supervision (Acker, Hill, & Black, 1994).   
Supervisors and students are involved in a relationship that requires a blend of personal and 
pedagogical relationship skills (Grant, 2003). Regarding this requirement, Grant argues that 
“supervision is not only concerned with the production of a good thesis, but also with the 
transformation of the student into an independent researcher” (p. 175). Communication between 
supervisors and students plays a crucial role in this kind of relationship. Good communication can 
help strengthen the relationship. A good interpersonal relationship between the supervisor and 
student is vital to the success of a PhD student (Ives & Rowley, 2005). This was a result from part 
of an Australian longitudinal study examining patterns evident in relationships between 21 PhD 
students and their supervisors and the ways they worked together via interviews which were 
conducted separately for each student.  
One ongoing debate about supervision has been the role of supervision as teaching (Hill, 2002) 
which was initially raised by Connell (1985) and has attracted more attention (Bruce & Stoodley, 
2011; Johnson et al., 2000; Pearson & Brew, 2002; Zeegers & Barron, 2012). The next section 
discusses issues concerning supervision as pedagogy, noting what has been examined and what 
needs investigating.  
2.2.1. Supervision as pedagogy  
For the purposes of the study, this section reviews briefly some findings regarding supervision as a 
teaching form or activity and discusses the concept of pedagogy that fits within this study. It 
identifies a link to aspects of pedagogy that are investigated in this study. The concept of pedagogy 
is claimed to be under-theorised (Lusted, 1986) and there has been debate over the concept of 
teaching and pedagogy in supervision. However, a detailed discussion of these two terms is beyond 
the scope of this study.  
The first author who raised the issue of supervision as a form of teaching is Connell (1985). 
According to Connell (1985), supervision is considered to be the most advanced level of teaching in 
the Australian education system. A similar study (Bowden, 1998) considers research as the highest 
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form of learning. Later, Atkins, Brown, & Brown (2002) share this view and claim supervision to 
be the most complex and subtle form of teaching. Emilsson and Johnsson (2007) suggest that 
supervision is a sophisticated, high-level teaching process in which learning is central. In this 
educational context, supervisors teach PhD students to learn to conduct research. It is certainly one 
of the most complex and problematic tasks with a high drop-out rate of students. Beliefs about 
teaching are central to all orientations which are set up in Murphy et al.’s (2007) work, thus 
reflecting the role of teaching in research supervision. Teaching is considered to be an essential 
activity by supervisor participants in Manathunga’s (2005b) study of practices by award-winning 
supervisors. The skills that these supervisors focused on teaching students include how to construct 
a literature review, how to design a research project, how to write a method chapter, how to analyse 
data, and how to write in a scholarly way. Following this line of research, Martens & Firth (2008) 
argue that supervision is a specialist form of teaching complete with its own institutional roles and 
responsibilities. The roles and responsibilities of supervisors and students are discussed in detail in 
Section 2.2.2 and 2.2.3. 
The term “pedagogy” was initially discussed in the 1980s (Lusted, 1986). According to Lusted, the 
concept of pedagogy draws attention to the process through which knowledge is part of active 
engagement on the part of the teacher and the learner, producing knowledge together: 
The concept of pedagogy ... refuses any tendency to instrumentalise the relations, or disconnect their 
interactivity or to give value to one agency over another ... it denies notions of the teacher as functionary ... the 
learner as “empty vessel” or passive respondent, knowledge as immutable material to impart. Instead, it 
foregrounds exchange between and over the categories, it recognises the productivity of the relations, and it 
renders the parties within them as active, changing and changeable agencies (p. 3).  
Whereas we usually think of the teaching and learning relationship as dyadic between teacher and 
student, in pedagogy the matrix of relationships is triadic (imagine a triangle) between teacher, 
student, and knowledge (Grant, 2003). In this meaning of “pedagogy”, the relationships between 
teacher (supervisor), student, and knowledge (thesis) are seen to be productive because all three are 
“active, changing and changeable agencies” (Lusted, 1986, p. 3). Equally valuable, each is 
transformed through the processes of pedagogy. Following Lusted’s concept of pedagogy, other 
researchers apply it to the context of supervision (Lee & Danby, 2012; Zeegers & Barron, 2012). 
The reason for this adoption of the concept of pedagogy derives from the similarity in the idea of 
knowledge construction as transformation (Lee & Danby, 2012). They follow Green and Lee’s 
(1995, p. 41) claim that in PhD training, the goal involves not only “coming to know” but also 
“coming to be” in the sense that PhD students are trained to become independent researchers. This 
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concept of pedagogy is pivotal for this study because it informs the investigation of the 
relationships between supervisors and students through the process of producing the thesis.  
As mentioned above, the outcome of supervision is not only to teach students skills but to teach 
them how transform into independent researchers (Critchley, Pitt, & Manathunga, 2009; Gardner, 
2008; Golde & Walker, 2006; Johnson et al., 2000; Lovitts, 2008; Manathunga & Goozée, 2007; 
Willison & O’Regan, 2007). From a pedagogical point of view, McCallin & Nayar (2012) review 
the traditional view of supervision as follows : 
        When supervision pedagogy is emphasised, it is assumed that research students need to be taught how to research, 
how to write a grant proposal, how to prepare an ethics proposal, how to review literature, how to write, how to analyse 
data and how to manage a research project. (p. 4) 
According to McCallin & Nayar (2012), this view supports the notion that research students will 
engage in capability expansion (Walker & Thomson, 2010) and do this better when they are taught 
(Dixon & Hanks, 2010; Goode, 2010). In order to gain this outcome, therefore, supervisors need to 
balance giving guidance and developing student autonomy, which is viewed as the most challenging 
task for supervisors (Delamont, Parry, & Atkinson, 1998; Manathunga & Goozée, 2007; Overall, 
Deane, & Peterson, 2011). Students, on their part, have to learn to conduct research independently 
but at the same time they may resort to supervisors as sources of advice and guidance. The next 
section discusses the concept of independent researchers. 
2.2.2. Independent researcher  
An independent researcher is defined as “having the knowledge, skills, critical thinking and 
initiative to design and conduct rigorous research” (Petre & Rugg, 2010, p. 33). They define 
working independence as having the competence to initiate, design, and lead a research project. 
Independence does not mean the researcher does everything themselves, but in a community 
comprising examiners, reviewers and referees who assess the research. Therefore, learning to 
express one’s ideas and findings and get them into that community is a fundamental research skill. 
They argue that communication is a necessary component of research and it needs practice. In their 
view, good supervision brings a natural outcome: development of the knowledge and skills 
necessary to become an independent researcher. Supervision meetings provide good opportunities 
for students to practise this while communicating face-to-face with their supervisors.   
Independent research that leads to a significant new contribution to knowledge is one key element  
of all doctoral education programs despite the fact that the programs vary within countries and 
institutions (Group of Eight, 2013). These universities also note that the award of (a) PhD degree 
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“requires the candidate to have made a significant and original contribution to knowledge and to 
have a systematic and critical understanding of a complex field of learning and critical research 
skills for the advancement of learning” (p.11). According to Katz (1997), the purpose of the 
dissertation is to demonstrate the student’s “ability to research a major intellectual problem and 
arrive at a successful conclusion independently and at a high level of professional competence” (p. 
6). Successful completion of the dissertation “marks the transition from student to independent 
scholar” (Council of Graduate Schools, 1995, p. 9). According to Petre and Rugg (2010), the 
purpose of the PhD is to demonstrate that one can operate as an independent researcher and uncover 
new knowledge. Students who expect their supervisors to know more about their PhD than they 
themselves do have missed the whole point of the PhD. Doing a PhD is a process through which 
students learn to adopt the values, skills, attitudes, norms and knowledge needed for membership in 
a given society, group, or organisation (Gardner, 2008). According to Cox, Adam, & Omer (2011), 
regardless of field, the PhD confirms students’ abilities to conduct original research and their 
potential to become experts in their disciplines or research areas. It is generally understood that the 
purpose of the PhD is the creation of an independent scholar, or a scholar who independently 
produces original research (Grant, 2003; Pearson & Brew, 2002). Similarly, Manathunga et. al. 
(2009) claim that the goal of doctoral study is to transform students into independent researchers 
who are capable of adapting to a range of employment destinations and taking up leadership 
positions in academia, industry and the professions.   
Many researchers have pointed out that acting as independent researchers in formulating and 
solving interdisciplinary problems, communicating, managing and leading projects is desired by 
employers (Cryer, 1998; Pearson & Brew, 2002). PhD graduates need a variety of interdisciplinary 
knowledge, skills and attitudes to thrive in the 21st century knowledge economy (Gardner, 2008; 
Gibbons, 1998; Manathunga, Lant, & Mellick, 2007). Attributes of research graduates are 
proposed as follows: 
1. Problem solving and problem formulation from different perspectives 
2. Communication skills 
3. Project management skills 
4. Industry focus and/or professional experience 
5. Understanding and applying multiple disciplinary and international perspectives 
6. High-quality research skills 
7. Expert integrated knowledge 
8. Social, ethical and environmental responsibility (Manathunga et al., 2007, p. 24) 
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The issue of students’ transition to independent researcher has drawn attention from many 
researchers (Gardner, 2008; Johnson et al., 2000; Lovitts, 2008; Manathunga & Goozée, 2007; 
Willison & O’Regan, 2007). For example, Gardner (2008) discusses the transition to becoming 
independent researchers from students’ perspectives, providing an overview of the process or the 
journey toward independence experienced by 40 doctoral students in the disciplines of chemistry 
and history in two institutions. The process involved in the transition to being independent 
researchers was described as involving movement from being a student largely dependent on the 
professor for guidance to one who is almost entirely independent. The ultimate paradox involved in 
doctoral education was described by one student: “If someone holds your hand too much you’ll 
never learn to think for yourself, and if someone doesn’t hold your hand enough you’ll fall flat on 
your face.” (Gardner, 2008, p. 327). Another student raised the issue of “what’s too much and 
what’s too little?” regarding guidance from supervisors during doctoral study (Gardner, 2008, p. 
327). For many students, the transition to independence is particularly difficult in that it is a 
markedly different experience from their prior education (Gardner, 2008; Lovitts, 2001). For 
example, doctoral students transition from being consumers of knowledge, such as they have 
experienced within the classroom, to creators of knowledge through their original research (Bargar 
& Duncan, 1982; Delamont, Atkinson, & Parry, 2000; Lovitts, 2001). 
Similarly, autonomy is widely acknowledged as an important aim in education (Boud, 1988; Butler, 
1999; Fazey & Fazey, 2001). Independence and autonomy can be used interchangeably. Learner 
autonomy is defined as the ability to take charge of one’s learning (Holec, 1981). Little (1991) 
mentions that autonomous learners are cast in a new perspective, have a capacity for detachment, 
critical reflection, and decision-making, take independent actions and are expected to take charge of 
their own learning. In Park’s (2012b) study on how university students use epistemic downgrades to 
seek advice from teachers in writing conferences as part of a writing requirement, learner autonomy 
is expected of students as “decide their own topic, focus, and research design for the paper, and 
actively participate by reflecting on their learning progress, voicing their opinions, and forming 
their own questions”  (p.2005).  
Autonomy is a desired outcome for supervision, just as learning about the research process has the 
goal of competence in the production of a quality dissertation (Johnson et al., 2000). Student 
autonomy within a research project means that the student eventually takes control and pursues the 
project to its completion. It is documented that student autonomy at the outset of a research project 
is rare. It needs to be built as the supervisor and the student attend to personal development in 
parallel with the development of the research itself. Increasing autonomy is necessary since the 
product of new knowledge has to be the student’s own.  
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As presented above, there exists consensus in the literature that one goal of the doctoral study is to 
transform students into independent researchers. Despite the wide acknowledgement of the 
significance of the transition towards independence, there remains silence about how this process 
occurs at a doctoral level. The nature of learning and the learning processes that take place at this 
level remain mysterious (Holbrook, Bourke, Lovat, & Dally, 2004) and little empirical research has 
examined how students’ learning to become independent researchers is demonstrated in face-to-face 
supervisory interactions.  
To understand how supervisors and students work together through the process of producing a 
thesis, it is important to have an understanding of the roles and responsibilities each participant 
plays in this relationship. As in other institutional contexts, communication in this context is goal-
oriented (Heritage, 2005). Supervisors and students are constrained by their institutional roles and 
relationships (Vásquez, 2010). The next section discusses in detail the roles of supervisors and 
students from different views and then focusses on the roles from the pedagogical points of view 
that frame this study.  
2.2.3. Roles and responsibilities of supervisors  
This section reviews supervisors’ institutional roles from different perspectives and then in relation 
to supervision as pedagogy. Supervisors’ roles are viewed from two main sources of literature: 
universities’ web pages and research on supervision in higher education.  
Statements on codes and standards regarding research supervision and what a research student may 
expect of their supervisors are published on universities’ web pages. These statements aim at 
making transparent the nature of supervision and the expected supervisory relationship (Zeegers & 
Barron, 2012). They provide a list of roles and responsibilities on which supervisors conduct their 
supervision. For example, supervisors’ roles mentioned in the Australian university’s website where 
the study was conducted include:     
- provision of advice to candidates on the design of a research topic that can give rise to an 
examinable thesis within the normal period of candidature; 
- provision of advice to candidates and monitoring of the scope, quality, and presentation of 
work required; 
- encouraging and assisting candidates to produce a thesis that constitutes original and 
significant research in the field of study; 
- provision of support so that candidates can complete their program in an appropriate time 
and to an appropriate standard; 
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- advising the candidate on any additional skills training they may require; 
It is stated on the website of another Australian university that it is the supervisor's responsibility 
to: 
- give guidance about the nature of research, requirements of the degree including the nature 
and extent of an “original contribution”, standards expected, choice of research topic, 
planning of the research program, presentation of a research proposal, literature and sources, 
attendance at taught classes, where appropriate, and requisite techniques (including 
arranging for or providing instruction where necessary) 
- advise the candidate on, and ensure, productive use of the candidate’s time especially in the 
first year of candidature 
- give detailed advice on the necessary completion dates of successive stages of work, so that 
the thesis may be submitted on time 
- establish at the outset, through discussion with the candidate, and maintain, a schedule of 
regular (at least monthly) meetings with the candidate in accordance with faculty policy 
- request written work from the candidate on a pre-arranged, regular and agreed basis and 
return such work with constructive criticism within one month or less as appropriate 
- monitor carefully the performance of the candidate relative to the standard required for the 
degree, and ensure that the candidate promptly is made aware of inadequate progress or of 
standards of work below that generally expected, by specifying the problems and suggesting 
and discussing ways of addressing them. Notes should be kept of such discussions and 
actions taken. If the problem is not resolved, action should be taken according to faculty and 
the University policy 
- monitor the development of the candidate’s generic capabilities as described in the 
university’s policy and advise the candidate on opportunities for the enhancement of such 
capabilities 
- maintain currency in the knowledge and skills required for supervision through staff 
development activities as laid out in the Faculty Supervisor Accreditation framework 
- comment critically and constructively and in reasonable time on the content and the drafts of 
the thesis and, at the time of submission, certify that the thesis is properly presented, 
conforms to the policy and course requirements and is, therefore, prima facie, worthy of 
examination 
- advise the Faculty Research Committee (or equivalent), preferably after general discussion 
with the candidate, of the names and credentials of examiners, who are free from bias, active 
and knowledgeable in the field, and empathetic with the theoretical framework of the thesis 
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- comply with faculty and University policies on reporting on the candidate’s progress and 
provide frank and timely comment 
- advise and provide support to the candidate on preparation for and performance in reports 
and reviews required by the University and faculty 
- ensure that the candidate is adequately trained in safe working practices relevant to the field 
of research and adheres to the guidelines established by the Health, Safety and Environment 
Department and any relevant authority in places of study and work, including Health and 
Safety Representatives (HSRs) and local health and safety committees 
- ensure that the candidate is fully aware of the need to follow ethical practices as laid down 
in the national and state legislation, national guidelines, and the University policy 
Given that the aim of the codes and standards indicated by universities is to make transparent the 
relationship to be established between supervisor and student (Zeegers & Barron, 2012), most of the 
roles stated for supervisors are in relation to policy, administration and procedure of research 
supervision. Not much attention is given to the roles that are in relation to the interactions between 
supervisors and students.  
A wide body of research exists on the functions of the effective supervisor. Some of these are 
enculturation, mentoring or parenting (Brew & Pearson, 2002; Robinson, Wisker, & Shacham, 
2007). Supervisors’ roles have been widely acknowledged as the principal source of instruction, 
support and guidance for the student (Abiddin & West, 2007a). With timely and appropriate 
guidance and advice, a supervisor can assist the success of the research and of the researcher as 
well. The supervisor must manage the PhD process, the journey through the PhD (Acker et al., 
1994). Supervisors are critical to the doctoral experience, to the success of a doctoral program, and 
to faster progression and lower attrition rates among students (Golde & Walker, 2006; Halse, 2011; 
Sadlak, 2004). Supervisors must have a range of skills and research knowledge (Beasley, 1998; 
Vilkinas, 2002, 2005, 2008). They must be able to coordinate the activities of the research program, 
mentor the students (Kayrooz & Pearson, 2004; Seagram, 1998) and develop supportive 
relationships among the research students themselves (Burnett, 1999; Latona & Browne, 2001).  
A summary of supervisors’ roles is noted here: (Leder, 1995, p. 6) : 
 Offer guidance with the research topic and program. Given the continuing knowledge explosion, this is 
increasingly challenging. Research has become a huge, multi-purpose enterprise. 
 Offer guidance on ethics considerations and requirements, where appropriate. 
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 Provide information about the size, scope, and standard of a PhD. Despite the apparent uniformity of standards 
across universities and disciplines, there are considerable variations in acceptable research procedures and 
methods of reporting. 
 Facilitate access to, and if necessary funding for, essential resources (email, photocopying, relevant sources––
books as well as colleagues). The increasingly complex technologies available place taxing demands on both 
supervisor and student. 
 Provide support: personal at times of stress or success, with scholarship or part-time research position 
applications, opportunities for work, references. 
 From the outset, encourage drafts of work as it develops. Provide constructive feedback, positive as well as 
critical. Use the now mandatory annual progress report as an early warning of unsatisfactory progress should 
this be necessary. 
 Encourage attendance and presentations at conferences and use these occasions to provide introductions to 
others in the field. 
 Be honest about the thesis being ready/not ready for submission. 
 Be thoughtful about the selection of examiners. 
The supervisory role is similar to that of a manager who strives for effective management through 
informed observation, sensitive analysis and appropriate application of his or her skills as a leader 
(Vilkinas, 2002). Supervisors are supposed to be capable of deciphering what role is required at any 
particular time and then they must execute this role appropriately.  
The supervisor, therefore, needs to be a person who: 
 Has vision (who can see the wood for the trees, so to speak); 
 Is creative in the supervisory process; 
 Has the ability to acquire the necessary resources; 
 Is able to motivate the student to produce; 
 Can direct the work of students; 
 Can check on and coordinate the various activities that need to be undertaken in the research journey; 
 Monitors the student’s progress;  
 Can nature, create capabilities; and  
 Is able to foster growth of individuals. (Vilkinas, 2002, p. 136) 
Vilkinas (2008) later proposed a framework for the roles of supervisors, Integrated Competing 
Values Framework, in which supervisors feature in the roles of integrator, developer, innovator, 
broker, and monitor deliverer. Vilkinas (2008) conducted interviews with twenty-five faculty 
members to see how they supervised their PhD students and produced a description of task-focused 
activities of which participants did the most. The Integrated Competing Values Framework is 
argued to have the potential to explain how academics supervise their research students and also to 
explain the relationship between and among the activities they undertake. It is also said to have the 
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capacity to identify activities which they may not be pursuing but which could enhance the 
effectiveness of academics in their supervision role of graduate students’ theses. However, this 
framework is limited in the sense that it only focuses on supervisors’ perspectives, not taking into 
account the roles of students.   
The literature on supervisors’ roles and responsibilities has shown that supervisors have a diversity 
of tasks. One commonality among the different views about the roles and responsibilities of 
supervisors is that supervisors face a tension between supporting and developing students. One 
factor missing from these views concerns the pedagogical roles of supervisors.  
In Connell’s (1985) study, students’ tasks are listed as a vehicle to discuss or list supervisors’ 
teaching roles. This will be reflected or clearly seen in the table summarising the tasks that are 
generally encountered in supervising a doctoral candidate 
Table 2.1. Supervisors’ roles  
 
Students’ tasks Demonstration of 
tasks 
Supervisors’ roles  
Defining the 
topic 
Deciding what the 
research is about  
To say to students the process does take time.  
To be a sounding-board for ideas, and a fountain of 
suggestions for wide reading – not like this in the data, 
students get equal or even greater access to reading … 
after a time it may be necessary to push the process 
towards closure, to say that a choice has to be made. 
(Many students move on automatically.) 
Design Decisions about 
what is to be done 
and how to set about 
it 
(1.0) Estimtating time for 
each step 
All of the supervisor’s technical knowledge comes into 
play. Criticism is important. The design of the student’s 
research should be as good as the supervisor knows 
how to make it, within the limits of time.  Simple 
things, like lending a book on technique, or finding a 
comparable study in your card files, can be very helpful 
to students planning their first large-scale project. 
Gathering 
material  
 The supervisor should keep in touch. Take prompt 
action to keep the project afloat if there is a fieldwork 
disaster.  
Writing up  Planning the actual It is often helpful to lend students books which are 
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thesis; writing the 
first draft 
good examples of scientific writing, English prose, and 
vivid accounts of fieldwork, etc., even on topics quite 
remote from their thesis. When students might think 
anything they show supervisors must be polished to a 
highest gloss, the supervisor has to take the initiative. 
From draft to 
final submission  
 The supervisor has to start looking at it from the 
examiner’s angle, checking that the design is clearly 
explained, the data fully displayed, the implications 
fully stated, and so on. There may be a lot of cutting 
and polishing to be done to convert a rambling first 
draft into a clear statement to the outside world. There 
may even be some further sections to be written, 
although the supervisor should sternly resist the 
panicked desire to collect more data that seizes some 
students after a full first draft is written. Finally there 
are technicalities to be checked:  accurate and complete 
referencing, careful proofing of the typescript (texts 
laden with typists’ misspellings and misprints are 
highly annoying to examiners), and meeting the formal 
specifications laid down in the university’s PhD 
regulations. The candidate has to do this work, but the 
supervisor needs to say what has to be done and watch 
it with a beady eye. 
Examiners   The supervisor is normally responsible for proposing 
the list of examiners. This is best done in consultation 
with the student and other staff of the department. 
Dissemination   The supervisor is in the best position to give advice on 
how to do this. 
                                                                                                    (Connell, 1985) 
In discussing the supervising relationship, Connell (1985) focuses on the supervisor’s tasks. Tasks 
that the supervisor must do include: know what is going on with the student, know some facts about 
the student’s personal life, keep an eye on formal progress, and balance providing support and 
criticism.  
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One of  recent studies on supervisors’ experience of supervision as teaching is Bruce and Stoodley 
(2013) . In their study, supervisors’ nine experiences of supervision as teaching are outlined basing 
on results from semi-structured interviews and workshops with twenty-nine supervisors in a large 
Australian university. The study aims to scrutinise the variation in supervisors’ awareness of 
supervision as a form of teaching, exploring what they intended for the students to learn and how 
they might bring about that learning. They suggest these nine ways that supervisors experience 
supervision as teaching:  
(1) Promoting the supervisor’s research development – pursuing the supervisor’s established objectives. 
(2) Imparting academic expertise – conveying expertise in research processes. 
(3) Upholding academic standards – meeting the discipline and institutional communities’ expectations. 
(4) Promoting learning to research – meeting students’ learning needs. 
(5) Drawing upon student expertise – building from existing student abilities. 
(6) Enabling student development – seeking students’ academic and professional maturity. 
(7) Venturing into unexplored territory – discovering the research agenda together. 
(8) Forming productive communities – drawing key stakeholders together. 
(9) Contributing to society – having social impact. (p. 230) 
                                                                                   
Bruce and Stoodley (2013) note the value of focusing on the teaching aspects of research 
supervision in the enhancement of supervision by making supervisors aware that: 
(1) supervisors experience supervision as teaching in several ways, which result in different supervisory 
relationships, practices and learning outcomes being emphasised; 
(2) different approaches may be more or less appropriate at any one time, influenced by the student, the stage 
of the candidacy, external factors and the supervisor; and 
(3) the more alternative approaches a supervisor is aware of, the more options they have to choose from, and 
the more they are likely to be able to adapt their stances to the needs of their students. (p. 239) 
Bruce and Stoodley (2013) review supervisors’ experience of supervision studied in Wright et al.’s 
(2007) study and see their work shares elements with some corresponding categories though they 
did not specifically explore views of teaching as supervision. For example, the “Quality assurer” 
category shares elements of meaning with upholding academic standards and this implies the 
expertise of the supervisor. Their “supportive guide” shares elements with promoting learning to 
research. However, both these studies focus on the part of supervisors and use questionnaires and 
surveys rather than observational data.  
While the roles of the supervisor are described differently, it has been widely stated that the role of 
the PhD supervisor is becoming more complex and challenging (Acker et al., 1994; Vilkinas, 2002). 
This issue was first raised in Kadushin’s (1976) study when mentioning that the supervisor is 
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expected to combine educative, supporting and controlling functions, facilitating the path to become 
an independent professional. More than twenty years later, the challenging role of the PhD 
supervisor is creating a delicate balance between guiding student’s research and developing student 
autonomy and this challenge is described as a dilemma in Delamont et al.’s (1998) study. They 
argue that the balancing act is needed because “too much control threatens the originality of the 
PhD and the autonomy of the novice researchers; too little can delay completion and even lead to 
total failure” (Delamont et al., 1998, p. 157). The challenge of the balancing act in supervision has 
been agreed upon by many researchers (Connell, 1985; Cryer, 2006; Manathunga & Goozée, 2007; 
Overall et al., 2011). Though expressed in different ways, the most challenging roles of supervisors 
are to actively teach students necessary skills but also to foster the development of an autonomous 
researcher who has confidence in their own skills and abilities. According to Overall et al. (2011), 
the balancing act is challenging because: 
               high levels of academic and personal support, including autonomy support, could minimise students’ efficacy 
if supportive supervisors leave little room for students to engage in research tasks independently. On the other hand, 
high levels of autonomy support without academic guidance may not provide enough direct teaching of essential tasks 
and skills for students to become competent researchers. (p. 795)  
Among various roles of supervisors, feedback giving is claimed to play a crucial role in inducting 
students into the academic community and helping them to become independent researchers 
(Caffarella & Barnett, 2000; Kumar & Stracke, 2007; Stracke, 2010; Wang & Li, 2011). Feedback 
aims to acknowledge what has been done well, advise on less successful aspects of the work, and 
offer suggestions that can be implemented on future work (Pitts, 2005). Feedback as an action can 
be performed in different ways and occur in different positions including initiating, responsive or 
third position turn (Schegloff, 2007). Feedback may be composed of one or all of the following 
components: advice, assessment, and counterstatements (Vehviläinen, 2009a). Advice refers to 
recommendations of some preferable or appropriate course of action (Heritage & Sefi, 1992; 
Vehviläinen, 1999). Assessments are evaluations of the text or some of its elements, and 
counterstatements react directly to something claimed in or implied by the text. 
Research has been conducted on feedback in research supervision in different aspects: feedback 
experiences of international students (Wang & Li, 2011), emotion and power (Knowles, 2007), and 
written feedback (Can & Walker, 2011; Crossouard & Pryor, 2008; Paré, 2011). Previous studies on 
feedback in research supervision have shown that feedback involves a two-way communication 
process with both written and verbal feedback through written comments and follow-up face-to-face 
interactions (Knowles, 1999; Race, 2005) and that feedback is a social practice that requires 
attention to the way in which feedback is given and received. Feedback process can be highly 
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emotional and frustrating (Caffarella & Barnett, 2000; Young, 2000). Wang and Li  (2011) 
investigate international students’ experiences of supervisory feedback with a focus on the 
pedagogical roles of supervisory feedback on students’ thesis writing and academic development. 
Their study reports two major tendencies of feedback experiences: frustrated/ uncertain tendency 
and inspired/confident tendency. Students who experienced frustration or uncertainty with 
supervisory feedback regarded their supervisors “as the authority who should provide quick 
solutions to their problems” (Wang & Li, 2011, p. 106). These students expected the supervisors to 
tell them exactly what to do. Those who reported positive feedback experiences had a strong sense 
of responsibility for their research and demonstrated determination, higher self-confidence and 
stronger academic competence. They expected supervisors to “guide them through the thesis 
writing process rather than telling them exactly what to do” (Wang & Li, 2011, p. 107). This 
finding is related to the balancing act conducted by supervisors. In the case in which students 
expected supervisors to tell them what to do, a mismatch of expectations arose.  
Regarding the guidance that supervisors should give students, it has been acknowledged that 
research students at each different stage of research progress need different forms of guidance 
(Gatfield, 2005; Moses, 1992). According to Moses, students need particular guidance on when to 
stop data collection and analysis, when to start drafting the thesis and how to structure it. 
Supervisors are expected and assumed to be guides and critical friends. Twelve years later, Sinclair 
(2004) shared the same view as Moses (1992), acknowledging the different support students should 
receive at different stages of progress.   
In summary, both the balancing act and feedback views the development of students into 
independent researchers as their ultimate aim. The review of the balancing act and feedback 
highlights the significance, challenge and impact of these acts on students’ learning and 
development. Therefore, this review together with the discussion of supervisors’ roles and 
responsibilities in general provides an insight for the investigation of how supervisors balance 
between giving guidance and developing student autonomy in actual interactions. This investigation 
is presented in Chapter 4 and part of chapter 5 when the analysis involves discussions of the 
balancing act and feedback process.  
2.2.4. Roles and responsibilities of students 
Similar to the previous section on the roles and responsibilities of supervisors, this section provides 
an overview of the expected roles and responsibilities of students from two main sources: 
universities’ web pages and research on supervision in higher education.  
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Most universities describe roles and responsibilities of students on their web pages. For example, in 
the website of the university in which the data for the current study were collected, students are 
expected to:  
- be aware of candidature policies and procedures in terms of progression, 
- maintain a mutually-agreed level of contact with the advisory team, attend meetings 
prepared to make clear statements about ideas, progress and problems, and continue the 
agreed-upon schedule for contact and for submission of work when away from the 
university on field work, research trips, or while enrolled as a remote candidate, 
- comply with the policies and guidelines for research conduct and integrity, 
- refrain from embarking on any significant variation to the topic unless agreed to by the 
advisory team, 
- submit regular drafts of work as agreed with the advisory team, and to negotiate with the 
advisory team a reasonable amount of time to read and comment in detail, 
- inform the advisor of any personal or other difficulties (without necessarily specifying the 
details), which have slowed or may slow progress, 
- be aware that if significant and intractable problems in the advisor-student relationship 
should arise that cannot be resolved within the advisory team, the Postgraduate 
Coordinator should be consulted in the first instance. Should a resolution still be unable to 
be found, the grievance should be progressed in accordance with the Student Grievance 
policy, 
- establish and maintain a mutually-agreed means of regular contact with their advisors. 
The responsibilities of the student are stated on the website of another Australian university as 
follows: 
- become familiar and comply with course requirements governing the degree, and with any 
other relevant University and faculty policies 
- discuss with the supervisor the type of guidance and comment considered most helpful, 
and agree to and maintain a schedule of meetings which will ensure regular contact 
- take the initiative in raising problems or difficulties (however elementary they seem) and 
sharing responsibility for seeking solutions 
- maintain the progress of the work in accordance with the stages agreed with the supervisor, 
including in particular the presentation of any required written material in sufficient time 
to allow for comments and discussions before proceeding to the next stage, and discuss 
with the supervisor any impediments to progress 
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- provide formal reports to the Faculty Research Committee (or equivalent), through the 
supervisor, at times required by the University, faculty or supervisor 
- follow, at all times, safe working practices relevant to the field of research, and adhere to 
the guidelines established by the Health, Safety and Environment Department and any 
relevant authority in places of study and work, including Health and Safety Representative 
(HSRs) and local health and safety committees  
- follow ethical practices as laid down in: national and state legislation, national guidelines, 
and university policy, and as appropriate to the particular discipline and relevant 
profession, and as specified by any relevant funding body 
- follow University policy on intellectual property and observe any limitations on 
communication, publication or access to the thesis which have been agreed with the 
University and any commercial partner or collaborator 
- utilise the resources, facilities and opportunities provided by the faculty to facilitate 
progress in the research, integrate into the intellectual community provided by the faculty, 
and acquire or improve the skills and knowledge required for completion of the project 
- ensure that original data are recorded in a durable and appropriately referenced form and 
stored safely for a period appropriate to the discipline but in any case not less than 5 years 
- prepare the thesis for examination, including arranging for its typing, proof-reading and 
binding and, where appropriate, consulting the supervisor regarding matters of style and 
presentation, according to policies and course requirements independently and with the 
assistance of supervisors and others, seek to develop the generic capabilities as described 
in university’s policy. 
These above roles and responsibilities are mainly related to administration and policy. Only some 
roles are in relation to the interaction with supervisors including attending regular meetings, 
discussing with supervisors research progress, and taking initiatives in raising problems or 
difficulties however elementary they seem. As this study’s main focus is on the face-to-face 
interaction between supervisors and students, this review is important to this study in the way that it 
provides an insight into the roles and responsibilities students are expected to do while being in 
contact with supervisors. Furthermore, it helps to inform the investigation of students’ learning 
because students’ behaviours in supervision meetings are constrained by their institutional roles. A 
review of the roles and responsibilities suggests that students are expected to take responsibility for 
their study and play an active role in research supervision, which reflects the current trend about the 
roles of students described in the literature on supervision.  
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There exist two common trends about the roles of students in the literature on supervision: passive 
versus active roles. Students traditionally have relatively passive roles, which are reflected in the 
“technical rationality” model of supervision defined by Cornbleth (1990) as “a mode of reasoning, 
investigating, or planning that gives priority to considerations of procedure or technique” (p.19). 
According to Acker et al. (1994), this model reflects the view that supervisory style has to be a 
coherent and consistent set of practices in which supervisors act like a manager or director, keeping 
the student motivated and on track, providing timetables and guidelines while the student remains a 
relatively passive participant. In Acker et al.’s (1994) qualitative study of the supervision of 
research students in departments of education and psychology in three British universities, this 
model was not as common in practice as the “negotiated order model”  (p.485) derived from the 
interpretive or interactionist approach to organizational cultures and the student career in higher 
education (Becker, 1970; Olesen & Whittaker, 1968; Strauss, 1981; Woods, 1990). In this model, 
supervision was conceptualised as a process open to negotiation and change. Zeegers and Barron 
(2012), in discussing pedagogical concerns in doctoral supervision, provide a comprehensive 
review of the studies within the framework in which students are not positioned as having much 
influence in shaping the learning process: Green and Lee (1995), Parry and Hayden (1999), and 
Bartlett and Mercer (2001). Green and Lee (1995) suggest that the “pre-eminent forms of 
supervision carry with them powerful overtones of overseeing, that is, of looking over and looking 
after production and development with regard to academic knowledge and identity” (p. 218). Parry 
and Hayden (1999) review supervisors as having mentor-master roles, as in the master-apprentice 
forms, as well as those of critical friend and gatekeeper of science. Bartlett and Mercer (2001), 
investigating the dimension of their own supervisor-supervisee relationship, identify models of 
male-dominated metaphors of power, “which assumes a knowing supervisor who passes on 
knowledge to the unknowing student in a sort of rite of passage”, often linked with master-
apprentice metaphors (p. 57). Within such frameworks, the PhD student is positioned as not yet an 
academic and their research task is to be mediated by the supervisor (Zeegers & Barron, 2012).  
In this line of research, the role of the student seems to be absent and the student, therefore, appears 
to be passive in the process. This unequal relationship is expressed by Gore (1993, p. 125) as 
“differentially constructed agents of teacher and student”. Grant (2003) interprets this concept with 
the supervisor being positioned as “an experienced and successful researcher, an established 
authority in some area of her/his discipline, as “finished”, as an overseer of the student, as a source 
of various goodies including time, feedback, money, networks, recognition of the student’s worth, 
encouragement, and sometimes as the examiner” (p.181). And the unequal relationship is reflected 
in the student being positioned as “not knowing, insecure, inexperienced, in process, needy, 
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consumed by the project” (p.181). What is problematic with this line of research is that it does not 
take into account the fact that in order to get into a PhD program, the student needs to satisfy certain 
requirements including academic knowledge of the field (Zeegers & Barron, 2012). 
More current work regarding the roles of supervisors considers that both the supervisor and student 
are active in the process (Ward, 2013; Zeegers & Barron, 2012). These argue that if we accept the 
importance of the learner and teacher as equal participants in processes of learning, it follows that 
the learner is as much a part of the community of practice as the teacher. This view, to some extent, 
shares an element with the view that the outcome of supervision should be teaching the student how 
to become an independent researcher (Grant, 2003). It is also reflected in the “negotiated order 
model” which is contrasted with the “technical rationality” model discussed earlier (Acker et al., 
1994, p. 19). In this model of supervision, the student, like the supervisor, participates fully in 
negotiating and interpreting meanings. This model is more common in practice in Acker et al.’s 
(1994) work.  
Regarding the student’s responsibility, Petre and West (2010) propose that students are ultimately 
responsible for their own work. They propose some suggestions that students can apply to make 
supervision meetings work. These include taking the initiative in setting up the meetings, 
circulating relevant information in advance, drafting an agenda and arriving with a clear set of 
things to report and questions to ask. Besides, students should minute the meeting, record decisions 
and actions, circulate those minutes afterwards and finally check that the actions are in fact taken. 
Moreover, they provide suggestions for students to become engaged in effective debate. In their 
view, students – instead of sitting silently – should speak up, answering back and defending their 
positions. Students should elicit the knowledge, experience or perspective of their supervisors.  
To incorporate the suggestions for an effective supervision meeting, Petre and Rugg (2010) propose 
a simple scheme for effective meetings with nine points that students should consider. 
Table 2.2. A simple scheme for effective supervision meetings  
 
Provide a discussion 
document  
Send something to your supervisor(s) a week before the meeting (this can 
be a progress report, a study plan, a critique of the literature you’ve been 
reading, an annotated bibliography, data, and a draft conference paper –
whatever represents what you’re working on.) Having something concrete 
to discuss always helps, and preparing something can be good way to 
focus your thinking. Bring copies to the meeting. 
Provide key Send copies of papers you consider to be seminal to your supervisor(s) in 
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publications advance of the meeting, particularly if you wish to discuss them. Make 
sure the full citation is marked on the copy. Providing papers is a courtesy 
you can do your supervisor(s), and having them on hand can facilitate 
discussion. 
Show up on time  If you’re late, bring cookies. 
Write down your 
objectives  
Know what you want to get out of the meeting, whether it’s technical, 
administrative or emotional. Give yourself a prioritized checklist in 
advanced.  
 It helps to have something interesting to discuss when you enter the 
meeting – if you don’t have ideas, than prepare questions. 
Check the agenda 
with your 
supervisor(s) 
Find out what your supervisor(s) want to get out of the meeting. Agree on 
an agenda. 
Behave well Listen and consider before you speak. 
Be prepared to give and candid account of your progress 
Ask stupid questions-they may seem stupid to you, but they rarely are. 
Focus on ideas, not emotions; trust your supervisor(s) and don’t take 
things personally. 
Make counter proposals if you don’t like what your supervisor(s) are 
advising because this can help expose discrepancies in your thinking and 
help you understand the rationale for the guidance. 
Take notes  Always take notes! 
Before the next 
meeting  
Set a date for your next meeting before you leave and set a prelimary 
agenda. 
Email an action-item 
summary  
Immediately after the meeting, write a list of agreed action items (both 
yours and your supervisors’), with deadlines if possible, and email it to 
concerned, asking for confirmation that you’ve summarised correctly. 
Include the date of the next meeting.                                                                      
                                                                                                          (Petre & Rugg, 2010, p. 57) 
 
Similarly, Abiddin & West (2007a) point out that students have ultimate responsibility for making 
decisions as they are the owners of the research. Their study’s findings show that students should 
become independent through their study. They need a supervisor to assist them but they have a 
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large responsibility to manage their own work which includes selecting the research topic, planning 
the research, identifying and acquiring the necessary resources,searching the literature, devising the 
methodology, collecting the data and writing the thesis. This contradicts the roles of students as 
prescribed in the traditional view above.  
As already presented, talk in supervision meetings takes on institutional features of institutional 
interactions. One of the features of institutional talk involves participants’ goal orientations. This 
feature has been investigated in different institutional settings including medical consultation, 
emergency call to the police, job interview or a cross-examination in court. In these settings, both 
participants show an orientation to institutional tasks or functions in their conduct. Therefore, this 
review of the roles of responsibilities of participants in supervision meetings will support the 
investigation of participants’ orientations in the design of their conduct.  
In the view of supervision as pedagogy, both supervisors and students are assumed to be actively 
involved in the process of teaching and learning (Abiddin & West, 2007a; Zeegers & Barron, 2012). 
Taking a view that considers students as having an active role in supervision makes the interaction 
between supervisors and students a dynamic one in which participants contribute equally. However, 
the literature is silent on how these roles are enacted in a dynamic relationship that actually occurs 
in in supervision meetings. Besides, little empirical research has been conducted on how students 
learn during their candidature. There is a need for an investigation into students’ learning through 
the supervisory interaction in the naturally occurring context, the supervision meeting. The next 
section presents an overview of supervision meetings and reviews current work on the supervisory 
interaction in meetings and helps to identify gaps in the literature of this institutional setting.  
2.3. Supervision meetings  
2.3.1. Description and importance of supervision meetings 
Communication between supervisors and students is carried by two main channels: exchanging e-
mails or attending face-to-face supervision meetings. Meetings are often held in supervisors’ offices 
at university and are scheduled to occur on a regular basis. Abiddin and West (2007a) define a 
meeting as the way that two or more people come together for the purpose of discussing a 
predetermined topic, often in a formalised setting. In addition to interaction in real life, 
communication lines and equipment can also be set up to have a discussion between people at 
different locations, for example a conference call or an e-meeting. Supervision meetings are 
occasions of institutional interactions in the way that it is the principal means through which 
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students pursue various practical goals and the central medium through which the daily activities of 
supervisors are conducted (Drew & Heritage, 1992). 
Supervision meetings are a crucial component of the process of postgraduate supervision in the 
Australian university context (Cargill, 1997) or part of the practices for graduates research students 
(Abiddin & West, 2007a). This remains true as maintaining frequent supervision meetings is a 
requirement stated in most Australian universities. Patterns, practices or the meeting process is 
important to gain more benefits and to ensure research progress. Supervision meetings are 
considered the only way to make sure that supervisors know what is going on with the student and 
often can help (Connell, 1985). Students and supervisors have certain objectives to fulfil, therefore 
effective meetings could make students’ work quicker and they can move to another stage of 
conducting research effectively.  
One common pattern of supervision meetings can be expressed as ‘‘You write I read we meet’’  
Reidy & Green’s (2005).  This pattern was reviewed in Engebretson et al.’s (2008) study. In this 
pattern, completed writing was sent to the supervisor for detailed feedback, returned by post and 
became the subject of discussion at the next meeting. Reidy described the typical supervision 
meeting with her supervisor as, first a handover of the most recent draft of her writing, second a 
discussion of the annotated draft that had been returned to her by post, third a discussion of ideas 
and reading pertinent to the project, and fourth the setting of short-term goals in preparation for the 
next meeting. Both agreed that regular provision of written work and the supervisor’s comments on 
it were central to the successful project. This pattern is similar to the process of the meeting that de 
Beer and Mason (2009) describe as follows:   
In preparation for the meeting, students submit written work that the supervisor marks with copious notes and 
comments. Subsequently, this document is discussed at a meeting between a student and his/ her supervisor. (p.215) 
The importance of supervision meetings can also be seen in the failure or success of PhD students. 
Random and infrequent meetings are one of the attributes of PhD students’ failure to complete 
(Frischer, 2000; Lovitts, 2001). Meanwhile, regular meetings, preferably at least every two weeks, 
help students to complete their doctoral degrees (Heath, 2002; Seagram, 1998). These meetings 
became less frequent in the middle of the candidature in contrast to the beginning and the end. It is 
also important to have regular meetings in which supervisors answer questions, provide feedback 
and offer advice and practical assistance while simultaneously allowing students to voice and act on 
their own opinions as they lay the foundation for the most effective supervision (Overall et al., 
2011). The advice and guidance given can help students to move forward and solve their research 
problems. Spear (2000) also notes that regular and appropriate contact between student and 
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supervisor is essential, and that lack of such contact is one of the most common complaints from 
students. In addition to frequency of meetings, the quality and effectiveness of the meetings affect 
supervision. This refers to supervisor preparation, the undivided attention of the supervisor, and the 
coverage and resolution of all relevant issues (Engebretson et al., 2008).  
Regular and quality meeting times are central in the literature on effective supervision (James & 
Baldwin, 1999). Frequent and purposeful supervision meetings, through which the process of thesis 
completion is managed professionally and accountably, are one of eleven factors comprising good 
supervision based on a review of literature addressing changes in research higher education in 
Australia (Engebretson et al., 2008). Similarly, Manathunga’s (2005b) study at the University of 
Queensland also found the correlation between the frequency and quality of contact with the 
expectations of the supervisor-student relationship and the students’ overall satisfaction with the 
process. In this study, she examined the supervision practices of award-winning supervisors, 
showing that these supervisors met regularly with their students, monitoring their progress and 
adapting the teaching and guidance they provided to individual needs of the students. 
Although the significance of supervision meetings has been widely acknowledged, the quality of 
supervision meetings has not received much attention. There is a paucity of research into 
supervision meetings, particularly empirical research. The next section provides an overview of 
prior research on supervision meetings and discusses the need for empirical research to enhance the 
understanding of supervision pedagogy.  
2.3.2. Previous studies on supervision meetings  
This section reviews previous studies on PhD supervision meetings. It then discusses the need to 
examine supervision meetings using observational data, as most advice from books and texts comes 
from surveys or questionnaires rather than from real practice.  
One of the most prominent studies on supervision meetings is Abiddin and West’s (2007a) study 
scrutinising the practices of supervision focusing on effective methods for conducting meetings 
with 12 PhD students at Manchester, United Kingdom, of three major disciplines of study, namely 
Arts, Science, and Social Sciences. The results from in-depth interviews have shown that at least 
seven important stages in supervision meetings need to be followed in order to establish a good 
relationship and benefit the student. These seven stages form the model for a supervision meeting.  
Figure 1.1. Model for a supervisor and PhD student meeting 
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                                                                            (Abiddin & West, 2007a, p. 32) 
This model serves as a guideline for both supervisors and students, particularly foreign students, in 
the sense that the guidelines ensure that the supervision is well arranged and managed. Though the 
model provides steps for supervision meetings, it to some extent does not reflect the complexities 
and instability of supervision (Grant, 2003). Rather it oversimplifies supervisory interactions. 
Furthermore, the model only gives general guidelines. In order to have an effective meeting, both 
supervisors and PhD students need to have a clear picture of the actual interaction.  
Most of the studies on the supervisory relationship have used data drawn from interviews or 
questionnaires rather than from naturally occurring data. Their findings have revealed supervisors’ 
and students’ perceptions, attitudes, and feelings rather than the actual interactions. Thereby, they 
fail to reflect the complex nature of the supervisory interaction.  There are, however, some studies 
which have focused on the interaction occurring in supervision meetings, two of which are Chiang 
(2009) and Li and Seale (2007).  
Chiang (2009) provides a close analysis of two dyadic interactions conducted respectively by a PhD 
candidate with her two supervisors in an American university, to investigate the exercise of power 
through the use of the “I’ pronoun. The author finds out that professorial power may be performed 
in two different ways (personal and positional) in three types of communicative acts – directive, 
evaluative, and explanative. The findings may have some important implications for academic 
supervision in terms of the relationship between language and power. However, this study does not 
address the issue of how the actual interaction between supervisors and students occurs.  
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With the belief that there is considerable potential for extending work on observational data on 
supervisory talk so that supervisory interactions in different disciplinary contexts become better 
understood, Li and Seale (2007) investigate supervision in social science. They examine the 
strategies for delivering and managing criticism and disagreement in supervisory interactions, 
including both verbal and written communications. Specifically, they examine how both supervisors 
and PhD students collaborate to manage criticism and disagreement, and maintain a cooperative 
educational and academic relationship. This study is only a micro-analysis of two recorded 
interactions between a supervisor and a PhD student. More than that, it only examines one aspect in 
the interaction, thus failing to reveal the dynamics of the interaction between participants.  
None of these studies seek to explain how teaching and learning actually occur in supervision 
meetings. Therefore, while there exists a growing body of research on supervision, little attention 
has been paid to supervisory talk. There is a continuing lack of observational data on actual conduct 
of the most private supervisory relationship (Johnson et al., 2000; Lee & Green, 2009) Similarly, 
Sambrook et al. (2007) draw attention to the lack of empirical research on doctoral supervision as a 
surprising omission despite considerable literature on the quality of the supervisory relationship. As 
already presented, this study provides empirical findings about pedagogical practices in supervision 
meetings by using CA as its main research method which will be the focus of the next section.  
2.4. Conversation analysis and institutional talk  
 
As already presented in Section 2.3.1, talk in supervision meetings – the research context of this 
study – takes on institutional character. This section begins with a brief overview of CA and core 
types of interactional organisation that inform the analysis in this study. It then moves on to its main 
focus – a review of previous CA studies on institutional talk that informs the analysis in this study.  
Conversation Analysis was developed in the early 1960s in California from Harvey Sacks’s initial 
studies of the organisation of calls to a suicide prevention centre through the collaboration with 
Emanuel Schegloff and Gail Jefferson. CA aims to characterise the organisation of the interaction, 
develop an emic perspective and trace the development of intersubjectivity in an action sequence 
(Seedhouse, 2013).  
Three very important principles of the conversation analytic method have been proposed (Hutchby 
& Wooffit, 1998, p. 98): 
 - the insistence on rigorous, formal description 
 - the attempt to maximise the generalisability of analytic accounts 
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 - the serious attention given to “deviant” cases (the case that does not fit the generalised pattern) 
One distinctive feature of CA’s approach is the use of naturally occurring data, which makes it a 
rigorously empirical approach (Sidnell, 2010). The availability of audio recording, first used by 
Sacks (1995), has been a basic enabling condition for CA’s emergence. Seedhouse (2013) provides 
a detailed review of the four basic principles of CA that inform the analyses in this study. Firstly, 
the main focus of CA is human actions that are manifested through talk and nonverbal behaviour. 
Second, from CA’s perspective, contributions to interactions are context shaped and context 
renewing. Context shape emphasises the role of reference to the sequential environment in which 
contributions happen and in which the participants design them to happen. Contributions are context 
renewing in that they inevitably form part of the sequential environment in which a next 
contribution will occur. Third, no order of detail can be dismissed, a priori, as disorderly, 
accidental, or irrelevant  (Heritage, 1984b). Finally, CA analysis is bottom up and data driven. This 
means analysts do not approach the data “with any prior theoretical assumption or assume that any 
background or contextual detail is relevant unless there is evidence in the details of the interaction 
that the participants themselves are orienting to them” (Seedhouse, 2013).   
Four basic types of interactional organisation of CA are turn taking, sequence organisation, repair 
organisation, and the organisation of turn-construction or design (Sidnell, 2010; ten Have, 2007). 
Turns and turn-taking provide the underlying framework of conversation. A turn is the basic unit of 
conversation which is constructed out of single words, phrases, clauses, and sentences. A single turn 
at talk may be built out of several turn constructional units (TCUs). Turn-taking in conversation 
cannot be based on one person waiting for the other to be finished. A point of possible completion 
is a place for possible speaker transition and is defined as a transition relevance place (TRP) by 
Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson (1974). Central to sequence organisation is the adjacency pairs (APs) 
composed of two utterances that are often adjacent, produced by different speakers, ordered as first 
pair part (FPP) and a second pair part (SPP). Some common adjacency pairs are greeting-greeting, 
questioning-answering, and inviting-accepting or rejecting. Repair may be defined as organized 
ways of dealing with different kinds of trouble occurring in interactive language use (ten Have, 
2007). Trouble is anything that the participant considers prevents the progressivity of their 
communication and a repairable item is one that constitutes trouble for the participants. In 
conversation, turns are packaged or formulated in different ways. In designing their turns, 
participants can deploy a wide range of resources including lexical choice, syntax and nonverbal 
gestures.  
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The process of transcription is considered an important analytical tool, providing the researcher 
with an understanding of, and insight into, the participants’ conduct. It provides the researcher with 
a way of noticing, even discovering, particular events, and helps focus analytic attention on their 
socio-interactional organisation (ten Have, 2007). According to Wooffitt (2005), transcripts are not 
the data of CA but a convenient way to capture and present the phenomena of interest in written 
form. The prime function of CA transcription is to note sequential phenomena in much more detail 
than is necessary for other kinds of approaches (ten Have, 2007).  
There are various ways to develop an analysis so as to make the relevant features of the talk visible 
(Sidnell, 2010). A common three-stage model for building analytic accounts for conversation 
analytic research is proposed by Hutchby and Wooffitt (2008, p. 90) as follows:  
First, then, identify a possibly interesting phenomenon. The second step, having collected a number of 
instances, is to describe one particular occurrence formally, concentrating on its sequential context: the types of turn 
which precede and follow it. If patterns can be located in the sequential contexts in which the potential phenomenon 
occurs in the data, then there begins to be the data, then there begins to be the basis for a robust description. The third 
step is to return to the data to see if other instances of the phenomenon can be described in terms of this account.  
In this way, a substantial collection of instances can be established, from analysis of which a refined 
and formal account of the phenomena can be developed (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 2008). Once a 
‘candidate phenomenon’ has been identified, a search through the whole corpus of data may lead to 
a collection of parallel constructed instances on which the observations formulated on  the basis of 
the first example can be systematically tested (Wagner & Gardner, 2004). It is this empirical 
approach that allows CA to work cumulatively and build on previous research. Similarly, Sidnell 
(2010, p. 34) proposes some suggestions to apply in analysing a collection of examples:  
(1) Copy each case onto its own page and give it a number. Annotate this with any observations that seem 
possibly relevant;  
(2) Select your best two or three cases of the phenomenon which are most visible, clear or “uncontaminated” 
by other things happening within that bit of talk and work on an analysis of them, concentrating on turn 
composition and design, sequential positioning and so on;  
(3) Working your way through the entire collection, sort the cases into subsets according to whatever criteria 
seem possibly relevant.  
 
These two models of analysis form the main procedure adopted in this study (see Section 3.4). My 
study using CA as its analytic method makes the teaching and learning in supervision meetings 
visible in the sense that supervisors’ teaching practices and students’ learning practices are 
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presented through the analysis of actual interaction. It helps to visualise what teaching practices 
supervisors are deploying and their effects on the student’s learning.  
CA has been a very useful tool in examining institutional talk which can be seen in a wide range of 
institutional settings such as courtrooms (Atkinson & Drew, 1979; Komter, 2012), classrooms 
(Gardner, 2012; McHoul, 1978; Mehan, 1979), medical consultations (Field et al., 1988; Silverman, 
1987; Teas Gill & Roberts, 2012) and emergency services (Whalen & Zimmerman, 1987; 
Zimmerman, 1984). Studies of institutional talk investigate six basic themes: (1) turn-taking 
organisation; (2) overall structural organisation of the interaction; (3) sequence organisation; (4) 
turn design; (5) lexical choice; and (6) epistemological and other forms of asymmetry (Heritage, 
1998, p. 5).  
The last among the list of themes that studies on institutional talk investigate – epistemological and 
other forms of asymmetry – has becoming an emerging area in CA. Previous CA studies have 
identified one notable feature of institutional interactions is “professional cautiousness” (Heritage & 
Drew, 1992, p. 46) which means professionals design their talk to maintain cautiousness or a 
position of neutrality with respect to their co-participants. This cautiousness has been investigated 
in various institutional settings: news interviews (Clayman, 1992), emergency calls (Zimmerman, 
1992), and court setting (Atkinson, 1992). For example, Clayman (2012) scrutinizes footing as an 
interactional practice used by television news interviewers. He found that television news 
interviewers shift footings to maintain a naturalistic posture. In the context of academic counselling 
encounter, counsellors withhold personal opinions and judgements to induct students into a 
different way of thinking, developing their capacity to make decisions and pass judgments on their 
own counselling encounter (Keating & He, 1991). Expanding this work, He (1994) claims that the 
practice of withholding information or opinion at an unexpected moment reconstructs the university 
institutional order. In his study of academic counselling encounters at university, counselors usually 
avoid questions concerning their personal opinions and judgment and those which may not warrant 
a definite answer. They do this to help students to make decisions on their own.  
Taking these investigations as a point of departure, part of the analysis of chapter 4 expands this 
line of research into the context of higher education – supervision meetings. It will demonstrate how 
supervisors give feedback with equivocation, provide several options, and withhold advice when 
supervising students. It highlights that supervisors do this to encourage students to think 
independently and make own decisions, which in turn assists supervisors to accomplish their 
institutional goal of creating a balancing act between giving guidance and developing student 
autonomy.  
36 
 
This study’s main interest is on pedagogical practices in supervision meetings through the 
examination of epistemic positions. Therefore, the work on epistemics in institutional talk forms the 
background for the analyses in chapters 4 and 5. Some of the studies on epistemics include 
dilemmas of advice (Heritage & Sefi, 1992), aspects of the production of talk for an over- hearing 
audience in news interviews (Heritage, 1985), sequence organisation and territories of knowledge 
(Heritage, 2012b), and negotiation of epistemic rights (Shin Kim, 2011). Prior CA research with a 
focus on epistemics to examine pedagogical practices has been conducted in some education 
settings: classroom (Park, 2006), epistemic asymmetry and student autonomy in seeking advice 
(Park, 2012b), and academic supervision (Vehviläinen, 2009a, 2009b). 
2.5. Knowledge management in conversation  
This section sketches some basic issues under the rubric of epistemics as this study is situated in the 
line of research on knowledge management with a focus on epistemic positions. The data analysis 
in this study is drawn from an understanding of the three main dimensions of knowledge: epistemic 
access, epistemic primacy, and epistemic responsibility expanded by Stivers et al (2011) from the 
concept of knowledge management.  
   Table 3.3. Dimensions of knowledge in conversation  
Dimension Description 
Epistemic access Knowing vs. not knowing 
Degree of certainty 
Knowledge source 
Directness of knowledge 
Epistemic primacy Relative rights to know 
Relative rights to claim 
Relative authority of knowledge 
Epistemic responsibility Type of knowable (Type 1vs.Type 2) 
Recipient design of actions 
Recipient designs of turns 
                                                                                                  (Stivers et al., 2011, p. 9) 
 
These three dimensions of knowledge are governed by social norms which influence, and are 
influenced by, social alignment and affiliation.  
 
Epistemic access 
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Conversation analytic studies on epistemic access involve an exploration of practices for 
establishing another’s access and interactional resources used to manage presuppositions of access, 
elicit access, claim access and qualify claims of access (Stivers et al., 2011). They review two 
related social norms that exist in relation to epistemic access. The first is that speakers should not 
inform already knowing recipients about some state of affairs (Goodwin, 1979; Sacks, 1992a). The 
second states that speakers should not make claims for which they have an insufficient degree of 
access (Heritage & Raymond, 2005).  
 
The first norm is reflected in the presupposition of the relevant turn, knowing and unknowing, and 
epistemic congruence which means interactants agree on who has, and who does not have, access. 
Interactants are in an epistemically congruent situation when they agree on who has greater 
authority or more rights. And when they do not reach this agreement, they are then in an 
epistemically incongruent situation. Interactants may make presumptions about access in the 
interaction. For example, presuppositions inhabit question- response sequences (Stivers et al., 
2011). Interactants can ascertain others’ access deploying a range of resources including forms of 
interrogative syntax, morphology and prosody to request information, pre-announcements and 
story-prefaces (Did you hear X; Have I told you X; Guess what) (Sacks, 1978; Sacks et al., 1974; 
Schegloff, 2007; Terasaki, 2004).  
This dimension of knowledge informs the analysis of the study in the way that it provides a tool to 
look into the data. Both supervisors and students position themselves along an epistemic scale, 
presenting themselves as knowledgeable, less knowledgeable, or unknowing to accomplish different 
actions. At the same time, they display their presumptions about access in the interaction and 
ascertain other participants’ access.  
Epistemic primacy 
According to Stivers et al. (2011), epistemic primacy refers to the asymmetries which interactants 
orient to in their relative rights to know about some state of affairs (access) and their relative rights 
to tell, inform, assert or access something, and asymmetries in the depth, specificity or 
completeness of their knowledge. With respect to epistemic primacy, there are three norms: one 
should give access in order of relational closeness; one should make assertions only with sufficient 
access and rights; and those with more authority have greater rights to make assertions in the 
domain. Stivers et al. (2011) argue that these norms are visible in the range of resources interactants 
rely on to claim or combat claims on epistemic primacy.  
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Epistemic responsibility 
Interactants have responsibilities with respect to knowledge (Stivers et al., 2011). It means each 
participant has responsibilities with each of their turns in talk since each time people take a turn in 
conversation they indicate what they know and what they think others know.  
Two types of knowledge are distinguished by Pomerantz (1980): Type 1 knowables refer to those 
that speakers have the right and obligation to know such as their emotional states and their current 
actions, and Type 2 knowables refer to those that speakers can know indirectly by observation, 
hearsay, or inference. Interactants treat each other as responsible for knowing what is in the 
common ground since they orient to a social norm against telling others what is already known and 
for the principle of recipient design. One has responsibilities to perform or not to perform particular 
actions. Epistemic territories embrace what is known, how it is known, and persons’ rights and 
responsibilities to know it (Maynard, 2003; Pomerantz, 1980; Sacks, 1992b; Terasaki, 2004). 
Studies from very different traditions have shown that, in order to build their contribution to the 
conversation, interlocutors orient to the fact that their addressee knows or does not know something 
as being relevant for the ongoing activity (Drew, 2012; Mondada, 2013). Recipients have a 
responsibility to make use of what they know about their interlocutors in designing their turn. As 
supervision is regarded as a form of pedagogy or a learning process, supervisors’ action design and 
turn design depend much on what they know about their students and vice versa.  
Stance taking  
Stance is a term used in a wide range of disciplines including interactional linguistics (Walker & 
Local, 2008), linguistic anthropology (Kockelman, 2004) and interactional sociolinguistics (Clift, 
2006; Kiesling, 2001). According to Du Bois & Karkeinen (2012), every utterance at talk 
contributes to the enactment of stance. Whenever someone engages in interaction, they are taking 
stances, adopting positions.  
 
Stance has the power to assign value to objects of interest, to position social actors with respect to those 
objects, to calibrate alignment between stancetakers, and to invoke presupposed systems of sociocultural value.      
(Du Bois John, 2007, p. 139). 
  
The most salient and widely recognised form of stance taking is evaluation; another closely related 
concept is assessment. In order to interpret any stance utterance, we need to look at three pieces of 
information: who is the stance taker (identity of stance taker), what is the stance object (object of 
stance), and what stance is the current stance responding to (the prior stance being responded to). 
These are the three key identities of the stance act (Du Bois John, 2007).  
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To make explicit the fact that stance can take multiple forms based on a combination of linguistic 
form and interactional effect, Kiesling (2009) divides stance into two sub-groups: epistemic stance 
concerns “a person’s expression of their relationship to their talk” (their epistemic stance – e.g. how 
certain they are about their assertions), and attitudinal stance referring to “a person’s expression of 
their relation to their interlocutors” (p.172).  
In order to accomplish epistemic positions in interaction, participants normally employ some 
resources. To do this, people require linguistic resources to account for their knowledge (Sidnell, 
2012). He lists some resources including action formatting, turn format, sequence organisation, 
epistemic particles, epistemic downgrading via so-called parenthetical verbs (I think), collaborative 
turn completion and recognitional overlap, and evidential marking.  
Epistemic stance  
Epistemic stance concerns the moment-by-moment expression of social relationships, as managed 
through the design of turns at talk (Heritage, 2012a) as well as the format of specific actions: 
expressing an “unknowing” stance invites the K+ participant to elaborate and elicits information 
from him, while a “knowing” format tends to initiate tellings and informings and invite the other 
participant (K–) to confirm (Heritage, 2012a, 2012b). Epistemic stance refers to knowledge or 
belief vis-à-vis some focus of concern, including degrees of certainty or knowledge, degrees of 
commitment to truth of propositions, and sources of knowledge, among other epistemic qualities 
(Ochs, 1996). Adopting this concept, a person is seen to display high epistemic stance if they 
display strong knowledge with high degrees of certainty and commitment to truth of proposition. 
Speakers may position themselves not only along an affective scale, but also along an epistemic 
scale, presenting themselves as knowledgeable or ignorant. Stance taking becomes the tool for 
participants to accomplish their actions. In the case of supervision meetings, it is deployed as a tool 
for supervisors to do their teaching and for students to learn to do research.  
2.6. Conclusion  
The literature review has shown an overview of basic factors involving the PhD candidature: stages 
of candidature that students undergo, the output of a PhD, and some issues concerning research 
education. It has described supervision as a determinant factor affecting successful completion and 
detailed some studies on the supervisor-student relationship as this is considered to be the decisive 
factor of good supervision. In addition, it has presented in detail views about supervision as 
pedagogy, roles and responsibilities of supervisors and students, and the concept of independent 
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researcher. The chapter also provides an overview of CA and institutional talk that assists the 
understanding of the main analytic chapters.  
However, there exist gaps in the literature on research supervision, particularly on supervision 
meetings. First, most of the studies on the supervisory relationship are based on non-observational 
data such as surveys, interviews or questionnaires though the literature has acknowledged that the 
quality of meetings plays a salient role in effective supervision. Few studies have used 
observational data which best reveal the actual interaction with findings that non-observational data 
are unable to yield. Texts offering advice to supervisors and students seem often to be heavily based 
as much on authors’ personal experiences and opinions (Li & Seale, 2007; Lindén, Ohlin, & 
Brodin, 2011; Schulze, 2012). Furthermore, all definitions or ideas drawn from interviews or semi-
structured interviews are more applicable and useful to the improvement of supervision practice if 
they are accompanied or made visible by real data or “how pedagogy is enacted” (Lee & Danby, 
2012, p. 6).  
Second, since most of the studies on research supervision and other institutional contexts focus on 
professionals’ perspectives, most of these interactional studies have examined supervisors’ 
perspectives. The focus on only one participant in the interaction, supervisors, fails to fully reflect 
the dynamics of the interaction between supervisors and students. Little attention has been paid to 
students’ perspectives despite the view that learning is central to the supervision as pedagogy 
(McCallin & Nayar, 2012). From the literature review of current studies on the supervisor and the 
student roles as well as on pedagogy of supervision, it can be seen that there is a lack of 
understanding of  “how one learns” (Lusted, 1986, p. 3). The majority of literature has focused on 
the more challenging role of supervisors, neglecting one very important issue: the student’s role in 
the context of higher education teaching and learning and the lived experience of students (Ward, 
2013). In Ward et al. (2013), lived experiences of students are examined, contributing to the line of 
research done from students’ perspectives. Furthermore, in the discussion of the student’s transition 
to independent research, the role of the student seems to be absent. In studies where the roles of 
students are mentioned, they do not receive as much attention as supervisors’ roles. In Connell 
(1985), though, it is concluded that ultimately it is the student’s responsibility and that the student 
has to do the work, take a reasonable initiative in planning the project and seeing it through. It can 
be seen that more challenges and requirements are on the shoulders of supervisors. Similarly, even 
though Leder (1985, p. 6) acknowledges that “successful transition from conception to birth of a 
thesis requires a carefully balanced partnership between research student and supervisor, with rights 
and responsibilities on both sides beyond commonly listed in university handbooks”, he only 
proposes a list of the supervisor’s roles rather than a list of both supervisors’ and student’s roles. 
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The student’s roles are still absent. All this might partially support the claim that PhD students 
perceive a lack of role-model learning (Lindén et al., 2011). It can be seen that the dynamics of 
teaching and learning represent a mutual activity where both the supervisor and student fully 
contribute to the process (Acker et al., 1994; Ward, 2013; Zeegers & Barron, 2012). Therefore, 
there is a need for more examination of the contribution of both participants. 
Third, researchers have agreed that at different stages of candidature, students need different kinds 
of advice (Gatfield, 2005; Manathunga, 2005b; Sinclair, 2004) and that supervisors’ support will 
differ according to the stage of the research degree (Heath, 2002). However, previous research on 
the supervisory interaction has not paid due attention to the differences across stages of candidature.  
Finally, although the literature review has shown that one common goal of supervision is to develop 
students into independent researchers, there remains silence about the actual evidence for 
supervisors’ and students’ orientations to the institutional goals of supervision. Thereby, what has 
been put forward regarding the effectiveness of supervision is theoretical. Little attention has been 
paid to how this challenge is actually achieved or overcome by supervisors. It is quite hard for 
supervisors to balance these tasks. If advice is to be realistic and applicable, it should be 
accompanied by illustrations of the actual practice where supervisors balance guidance and 
autonomy support. In that way, supervisors who obtain access to the analysis of the actual practice 
will have a better reflection of their repertoire, and this will help to adjust their actions and 
supervisory styles. This is also one of the contributions that the current study will make.  
The current study aims to fill these gaps by scrutinising the dynamics of the interaction between 
supervisors and students at the early and late stages of the candidature that actually occur in 
research supervision meetings. It examines how supervisors carry out supervision tasks, how 
students learn to become independent, and what are the characteristics of supervision meetings at 
the two stages of the candidature. It is an attempt to address the issue of pedagogical practices in 
research supervision basing on naturally occurring data- audio and video recorded PhD supervision 
meetings. The next chapter discusses the research methodology including the data analysis process 
adopted in this study.   
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Chapter 3: Methodology 
3.1. Introduction  
In light of the literature review in Chapter 2, the current study expands the line of research on 
supervision as pedagogy using actual supervisory interactions as data, adopting a conversation 
analytic (CA) approach (see Chapter 2, Section 2.4). This chapter outlines the research questions of 
the current study, presents a detailed description of participants, data collection, data analysis 
procedure, and overviews of the interactions in all the recorded supervision meetings that set up the 
ground for a better understanding of the analyses which will be presented in chapters 4 and 5. 
Finally, it presents in detail the data analysis process adopted in this study.  
3.2. Research questions  
To address the overall issue of pedagogical practices in PhD supervision meetings, the study 
investigates the following research questions: 
1. How do supervisors balance giving guidance and developing student autonomy in 
supervision meetings? 
2. What evidence is there of students’ orientations towards developing skills and 
knowledge as independent researchers? 
3. What are the characteristics of supervision meetings in the two main stages of 
candidature: the early stage  and the late stage ?  
Before moving to present how these research questions are addressed, I will provide detailed 
information on the process of recruiting participants for the current study, collecting data, and 
transcribing data.  
3.3. Participants and data  
After formulating preliminary ideas for the study and identifying that the data were collected from 
research supervision meetings at a university in Australia, I applied for ethical clearance in August 
2011 and received formal approval in October 2011. With the formal approval for ethical clearance 
granted, I started to recruit participants for the study and to collect the data. 
Due to the sensitive nature of the data collection, it was hard to collect data across diverse groups of 
supervisors and PhD students. Not many supervisors and PhD students wanted their meetings to be 
recorded even though they might be interested in the current research. That was the reason for the 
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final number of participants in my study: four supervisors and five students at two stages of 
candidature, the early and late stage, in social and natural sciences. In the university where data 
were collected, the early stage is referred to as Pre-confirmation stage (henceforth PCS) and the late 
stage as Thesis Review stage (henceforth TRS). However, this limited number of participants did 
not hinder the results of this study due to the nature of the CA method. As a study using CA as its 
main method, the current study did not require a large number of participants. This is based on the 
rationale that CA is a structural and not a statistical undertaking, which makes it methodologically 
significant for social science. CA’s object is not to account for or to model what participants in 
particular situations normally do but to account for how what they do provides resources and 
constraints for other participants (Bilmes, 1988).  
Each participant was given a Participant Information form to obtain more information on the 
research and a Consent Form to sign if he/she agreed to participate in the research. Separate 
versions of the two forms (Participant Information Form and Consent form) were designed for 
supervisors and students (see Appendix 1,2,4, and 5). Besides that, each participant was given a 
questionnaire written in English to gather various background details (see Table 3.1 for a summary 
of supervisor participant background information, Table 3.2 for a summary of student participant 
background information, and Appendix 3 and 6). For the purpose of preserving the anonymity of 
the participants, details such as the discipline or topics of the theses, and the names of the 
participants have been altered. All the participant names in this thesis are therefore pseudonyms.  
Table 3.1 provides background information about supervisor participants in the study. This 
information includes gender, age, native language, length of stay in Australia, main fields of 
research interests, school, and years of experience in the role of supervisor. In addition, information 
about the setting of each meeting was requested in both participant forms (meeting hours per week, 
place of meeting).  
Table 3.1. Supervisor Participant background information 
 
 Sam  
(group 1, 2) 
Jon 
(group 1, 2, 4) 
Jane 
(group 6, 8) 
Ann 
(group 7)  
Gender Male  Male Female Female 
Age range  30-40 61-65 30-40 51-65 
Native language Bangla English English  English 
Length of staying in 
Australia 
6 years 30 years Since birth  N/A 
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 Sam  
(group 1, 2) 
Jon 
(group 1, 2, 4) 
Jane 
(group 6, 8) 
Ann 
(group 7)  
Main fields of research 
interests 
TESOL EFL Critical 
thinking, 
science 
education,  
Drugs for 
depression and 
schizophrenia 
 
School Education  Education Biomedical 
science  
Biomedical 
science 
Years of experience in 
the role of supervisor  
20 months  25 years 3 years  29 years 
Approximate time of a 
supervision meeting  
One hour  One hour  More than one 
hour  
One hour  
Normal place of 
supervision meetings 
Office  Office  Café or office  Her own office 
or co-
supervisor’s 
office  
 
Table 3.2 provides background details about student participants gathered from questionnaires. 
These details include age, gender, and time spent on the project or the stage of the candidature by 
the time they participate in the study (confirmation, mid-candidature, or thesis-submission).   
Table 3.2. Student Participant background information 
 
 Julie 
(group 1) 
Annie 
(group 2) 
Emily 
(group 4) 
Karen 
(group 6, 7)  
Helen 
(group 8) 
Gender Female  Female Female Female Female 
Age range  20-30 30-40 41-50 30-40 30-40 
Native 
language 
Vietnamese Vietnamese Malay  English Hungarian+ 
English 
Length of 
staying in 
Australia 
5 months  3 years 3 ½ years  N/A 24 years 
Main fields of 
research 
Education Education English 
Language 
Assessment 
of 
Behavioural 
ecology 
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 Julie 
(group 1) 
Annie 
(group 2) 
Emily 
(group 4) 
Karen 
(group 6, 7)  
Helen 
(group 8) 
interests Teaching  undergraduate 
students in 
Biomedical 
science  
School School of 
Education 
School of 
Education 
School of 
Education 
Biomedical 
science 
School of 
Biomedical 
science  
Stage of 
candidature 
Pre-
confirmation  
Pre-
confirmation 
Thesis-
review  
Thesis-review 
 
Thesis-review  
 
Participants involved in the study formed six supervisory groups in both social and natural sciences. 
A supervisory group consisted of a PhD student with one or two supervisors. Therefore, two 
different students with one supervisor or a team of supervisors form two different supervisory 
groups (group 1, group 2 and group 4) and vice versa (group 6 and group 7). Meetings from group 3 
and 5 were not included in the data corpus due to their irrelevance to the aim of the study. All the 
three meetings of group 3 were the student’s rehearsal for her confirmation seminar. And group 5 
involved one supervisor and some students who were not included in all the meetings recorded from 
this group. The final data, therefore, include six supervisory groups named Group 1, 2, 4, 6, 7 and 8. 
Supervisory groups at the Pre-confirmation stage (PCS) 
- Group 1: two supervisors (Sam and Jon) and one student- Julie 
- Group 2: two supervisors (Sam and Jon) and one student- Annie  
The two supervisory groups at the PCS have the two same supervisors, Sam and Jon. In both 
groups, Sam, a non-native English speaker, who has been supervising for nearly two years, is the 
principal supervisor and Jon, a native English speaker, who has been supervising for 25 years, is the 
associate supervisor. The two students in these two groups are from non-native English 
backgrounds and their field of study is in education. Julie looks at bilingual identity and Annie 
examines the implementation of English as a medium of instruction in Vietnam. Before they started 
their PhD study, they both met the criteria for enrolling in the PhD programme including English 
requirements and accomplishment of Masters degrees which demonstrate their research skills and 
their English proficiency in both writing and communication. Therefore, they have a certain level of 
knowledge and research skills. Supervisory groups at the Thesis Review Stage (TRS)  
46 
 
- Group 4: one supervisor (Sam) and one student (Emily) 
- Group 6: one supervisor (Jane) and one student (Karen) 
- Group 7: one supervisor (Ann) and one student (Karen)  
- Group 8: one supervisor (Jane) and one student (Helen)  
 
Among four supervisory groups at the TRS, only group 4 is the one in which the student’s field 
of study is in education. Sam, the supervisor of group 4, is also the same supervisor in group 1 
and 2. In group 4, Emily, the student, is from a non-native English background.  
The three groups (6, 7, and 8) are made up of one native English-speaking student, Karen and one 
bilingual English- Hungarian student, Helen, and two supervisors, Ann and Jane. Karen has two 
supervisors, Jane and Ann, but she has separate meetings with each of them. There exist several 
differences between the supervisory groups at the PCS and the TRS in terms of language 
background, number of supervisors attending the meetings, and the fields of study.  Firstly, groups 
at the TRS have students from both native and non-native backgrounds. Second, groups at the TRS 
are comprised of one supervisor and one student. Meanwhile, groups at the PCS consist of two 
supervisors and one student. However, according to the literature (See Chapter 2) all of the 
meetings from the groups at both stages of the candidature fit the traditional model of supervision 
(McCallin & Nayar, 2012) which is between one student and one or two supervisors. Finally, unlike 
the groups at the PCS in which the field of study of both students is in education and it is also the 
field in which their supervisors are experts, the fields of study of the students at the TRS are 
diverse: one is in education, another is in critical writing for undergraduate students in natural 
science, and the other is in behavioral ecology.  
As presented above, the participants of this study are diverse. The supervisors are diverse in terms 
of age, years of experience working as supervisors, gender and native languages. The students are 
diverse in terms of age, length of stay in Australia, fields of research, and native languages. While 
these factors may affect the results of a study, this is not the case in this study. As already presented, 
this study employs CA as its main research method. One basic principle of CA is that the analysis 
addresses features of the interaction to which the participants’ conduct is demonstrably oriented 
(Schegloff, 1992). For example, in this study, when a trajectory develops differently due to the issue 
of language barrier, this factor becomes analytically relevant as both supervisors and students orient 
to it. The analysis of this study takes into account such issues when they are analytically relevant. 
That accounts for why the result of this study is not affected by the diversity in participants.  
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The data collection occurred within one year after the ethical clearance was approved. I contacted 
participants mainly via email to discover the specific time and place of the research supervision 
meetings which I could record. I came to each meeting about five to ten minutes before the meeting 
started to set up the recording devices. For each meeting, one video camcorder with a tripod was 
used. Another video camcorder was always available in case the other camcorder malfunctioned 
during the recording. Two audio recorders with stereo microphones were simultaneously used as a 
pre-cautionary measure to preserve back-up recordings of the events. The camera and recorders 
were placed and switched on before the beginning of supervision meetings and operated the entire 
time. I was never present during the recording. Both supervisors and students saw me infrequently 
when I manipulated the cameras and recorders before or after the meetings. I tried to minimise the 
time the participants saw me so that they felt comfortable and this ensured their communication 
occurred as naturally as it could. The quality of all video and audio recordings was sufficiently high 
for the research.  
The final corpus consists of 25 meetings recorded by audio and video during 2011-12. Below is a 
record of all the supervisory meetings in the six supervisory groups (Table 3.3). The average length 
of each meeting is one hour with the longest one lasting one-and-a-half hours and the shortest 45 
minutes. All meetings were conducted in the supervisors’ offices.  
Table 3.3. Record of all the supervision meetings 
Group  Field Number of meetings Candidature stage 
1 Social science 8 Pre-confirmation 
2 Social science 6 Pre-confirmation 
4 Social science 1 Thesis-review  
6 Natural science 3 Thesis-review  
7 Natural science 1 Thesis-review  
8 Natural science 6 Thesis-review  
Total  25  
 
Out of 25 meetings, 14 were at the PCS and 11 were at the TRS. Though the openings and the 
closures of most of the meetings fits the model for supervision meetings proposed by Abiddin & 
West (2007a) (see Section 2.2.2), what happens in the middle of these meetings was not as simple 
as stated in the model. Instead, they contained all kinds of complex interactions that changed over 
the candidature. 
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Overview of the meetings at the PCS 
The following overviews aim to provide a general understanding of how the interactions between 
supervisors and students occur at the two stages of the candidature and will be discussed in detail in 
the two analytic chapters. Each overview of the meetings of each supervisory group is prefaced by 
a table with information about the duration of all the meetings recorded from the respective group. 
Supervisory group 1: two supervisors - Sam and Jon and one student - Julie 
Table 3.4. Supervisory group 1’s meetings  
Meetings Time  Length of the meeting  
Meeting 1 Oct 27, 2011 1 hour 10 minutes 
Meeting 2 Nov 7, 2011 1 hour 5 minutes 
Meeting 3 Nov 13, 2011 1 hour 
Meeting 4 Dec 9, 2011 1 hour 
Meeting 5 Jan 5, 2012 1 hour 
Meeting 6 Feb 7, 2012 1 hour 10 minutes  
Meeting 7 Feb 20, 2012 47 minutes 
Meeting 8 Mar 19, 2012 1 hour 
Eight successive meetings were video recorded from this group over the period of six months. By 
the time the first meeting of this group was recorded, Julie, the student, had worked on her PhD 
project for five months and was then trying to clarify the research topic and frame her study. Over 
the course of six months when the meetings were recorded, she changed her focus of study from 
teachers’ beliefs and perception, to bilingual identity. Both supervisors attended all these meetings 
except meeting 6 from which Sam was absent.  
Supervisory group 2: two supervisors, Sam and Jon, and one student, Annie 
Table 3.5. Supervisory group 2’s meetings  
Meetings Time  Length of the meeting  
Meeting 1 Nov 17, 2011 43 minutes 
Meeting 2 Jan 5, 2012 49 minutes 
Meeting 3 May 15, 2012 50 minutes 
Meeting 4 May 22, 2012 57 minutes 
Meeting 5 Jun 5, 2012 38 minutes 
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Meeting 6 Jun 19, 2012 1 hour  
The total of meetings video recorded from this group was six. These six meetings were conducted 
in Jon’s office over the period from November 17, 2011 to June 19, 2012. There was an interruption 
after meetings 1 and 2, after which the participants met fortnightly. 
Most of the meetings recorded adopted the pattern ‘‘You write-I read-we meet’’ suggested by Reidy 
and Green (2005). Prior to most of the meetings, the students sent the supervisors their ongoing 
work via email. This is in line with what students are expected to do at the university where the data 
were collected. For students at the PCS, their ongoing work ranges from some notes with some 
thoughts for developing a chapter to a draft introduction or literature review chapter. 
All the meetings started with small talk between supervisors and students about different personal 
issues lasting a few minutes. What happens here is described as step 3 in the “Model for a 
supervisor and PhD student meeting” (Abiddin & West, 2007a, p. 32). However, what is actually 
going on during the supervision meetings seems to be much more diverse and complex than what is 
suggested in steps 4-6 in the proposed model for a supervision meeting (see Section 2.3.2).  
Topics discussed in the meetings at the PCS focus mainly on research tasks including identifying a 
research topic, problematising the research issue, framing research, judging research methods, 
writing a literature review, or constructing thesis chapters. These topics are initiated either by 
students or supervisors. However, they are initiated more often by students seeking supervisors’ 
feedback on their work or guidance or voicing their opinions. The students employ different 
strategies to initiate topics showing different levels of knowledge and skills. In such student-
initiated sequences, supervisors do a lot of talking, responding to students in several ways: giving 
guidance, giving tentative feedback, withholding answers, providing options, and encouraging 
students to think independently. It is important to note what actions the supervisors implement in 
the responding slot to the students’ initiations. It is likely that the actions will vary across the 
different types of sequences, depending on the students’ initiating actions. Some actions can be 
identified: giving straightforward advice, providing expert knowledge, stating the expected role of 
students, talking explicitly about the role of supervisors, explaining different alternatives, and 
providing feedback on submitted work. It seems that supervisors tend to avoid giving direct 
answers to the students’ questions. Instead, they provide detailed instructions or information related 
to the problem under discussion on which students can base their own decisions. In many cases the 
negotiation of a topic may run over multiple turns with the problem remaining unsolved. 
Regardless of the diversity in the supervisors’ responses to different students’ initiations, one 
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feature common to all is the supervisors’ orientation to providing expert knowledge, thus 
encouraging or building up students’ research skills while maintaining the students’ autonomy (see 
Section 4.2).  
The supervisors sometimes initiate a sequence by asking the students to talk about their current 
research work or their plans for the next stage, giving guidance on some research tasks. In these 
cases students’ responses are varied. Sometimes the responses are minimal acknowledgement 
tokens, acknowledging that the students are following what the supervisors have been talking 
about. In other cases, responses show students’ understanding of what supervisors have said. Many 
of these responses involve clarification requests in which the students display their understanding 
of what the supervisors have said and seek confirmation to make sure their understanding is correct.  
In many interactions, the students merely initiate a topic and the supervisors do most of the talking, 
explaining an issue or giving guidance to the students on how to approach research tasks such as 
finding relevant literature or framing research questions. In such cases, the supervisory talk 
resembles lecturing. These sequences last so long that the transcription covers several pages. In 
meetings at the PCS, the knowledge asymmetry between the supervisors and students is quite 
prominent.  
Overview of meetings at the TRS  
Supervisory group 4: one supervisor (Sam) and one student (Emily) 
Table 3.6. Supervisory group 4’s meetings  
 
Meetings Time  Length of the meeting  
Meeting 1 Jan 5, 2012  48 minutes  
Only one meeting was video recorded from this group. In this meeting, Emily, the student, has sent 
the supervisor, Jon, part of her draft prior to the meeting. During the meeting, they discuss some 
issues emerging from the draft thesis which is in the field of education. Some of the main concerns 
in this meeting involve organising research participant profiles, constructing thesis chapters, the 
amount of details put in each chapter, proper ways to make direct quotes, and references.  
Supervisory group 6: one supervisor (Jane) and one student (Karen) 
Table 3.7. Supervisory group 6’s meetings  
 
Meetings Time  Length of the meeting  
Meeting 1 Mar 1, 2012 2 hours 16 minutes  
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Meeting 2 May 2, 2012  25 minutes  
Meeting 3 May 17, 2012  50 minutes  
Prior to these meetings, Karen, the student, has sent Jane, the supervisor, her latest draft thesis, the 
focus of which is on critical writing skills among undergraduate students in natural science. Karen’s 
field of study is within Jane’s research expertise. During these three meetings, Jane and Karen go 
through the comments, discussing diverse emerging problems, some of which are word choice, 
presentation of the findings of the study, and coherence in some parts of the draft thesis.   
Supervisory group 7: one supervisor (Ann) and one student (Karen) 
Table 3.8. Supervisory group 7’s meetings  
 
Meetings Time  Length of the meeting  
Meeting 1 May 14, 2012  45 minutes  
 
Like group 4, only one meeting was recorded from this group between Karen, and one of her three 
supervisors, Ann. In the first five minutes, Ann and Karen talked about comments that Karen 
received from her two other supervisors. Karen then explained why she had come up with the 
current thesis draft. Ann resumed the formal business of supervision at minute 12 of the meeting by 
giving a positive general comment on Karen’s thesis draft. During the meeting, they went through 
Ann’s comments on Karen’s thesis draft, clarifying some comments and discussing some others.   
Supervisory group 8: one supervisor (Jane) and one student (Helen) 
Table 3.9. Supervisory group 8’s meetings  
 
Meetings Time  Length of the meeting  
Meeting 1 May, 2012  1 hour 10 minutes 
Meeting 2 May 24, 2012  1 hour 27 minutes 
Meeting 3 May 31, 2012 1 hour 10 minutes 
Meeting 4 Jul 6, 2012  1 hour 10 minutes 
Meeting 5 Jun 14, 2012 1 hour 30 minutes  
Meeting 6 2012 1 hour  
 
Prior to these meetings (as in other meetings at the TRS) Helen has sent Jane her draft thesis. Jane 
then gives feedback on her work and during these meetings, they go through comments, discussing 
and explaining problems that need addressing. What is different in these meetings from others is 
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that Helen’s research field in behavioural ecology is not within Jane’s expertise which is in critical 
thinking and science education. Therefore, the meetings involve a lot of interaction in which Helen 
explains to Jane what she is doing in her study and answers many questions Jane asks about her 
research.  
Prior to all of the meetings, the students sent the supervisors parts of their draft thesis. In one group 
meeting (group 8), the student and the supervisor work on the draft thesis using the student’s laptop 
in addition to the student’s ongoing work already having been sent to the supervisor via email. 
Most of the meetings at the TRS start with small talk which follows the supervision model 
(Abiddin & West, 2007a). However, in some meetings the small talk lasts up to more than half an 
hour, which makes the start of these meetings different from the start of those at the PCS where 
small talk only lasts a few minutes. This might be because the relationships between supervisors 
and students have developed during the candidature. After small talk, the business of supervision is 
initiated by either the supervisors or the students. 
Topics are different across the stages of candidature due to the different focus and requirement of 
each stage of the candidature. As mentioned above, topics discussed at the PCS centre on research 
topic, problematising the research issue, framing research, judging research methods, writing a 
literature review, or constructing thesis chapters. Meanwhile, at the TRS, the meetings focus 
mainly on discussing writing matters such as coherence of the thesis or parts of the thesis, word 
choice, or grammar use in the students’ draft thesis. 
Topics are initiated by either supervisors or students. In these interactions, the supervisors and 
students seem to contribute equally to the supervisory talk. In many cases, the students do most of 
the talking, explaining to the supervisors about their research findings or what they mean to write in 
certain parts of their thesis. The outcome of these interactions is clearly seen with the students 
explicitly acknowledging the supervisors’ feedback or taking an action in relation to the issue under 
discussion. At many times, the supervisory talk resembles negotiation, which means both the 
supervisors and students become involved equally in the talk.  
The closure of most of the meetings is also similar to step 7 in the supervision meeting model  
(Abiddin & West, 2007a) in that the supervisor and the student should set an appointment for the 
next meeting. Some meetings are closed with the student explicitly acknowledging what they have 
gained from the meetings. This in part can illustrate that the outcome of the meeting does not 
necessarily mean that all the student’s problems should be solved. The reason is that in these 
meetings, many of the student’s problems remain unsolved but the student receives explanations 
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from the supervisor which help them to achieve better outcomes in their research such as data 
processing and topic framing.   
The detailed information on participants of the study and overviews of the meetings comprising the 
corpus of data presented above set up the context of this study.  
3.4. Data analysis process 
To response to the three research questions outlined in Section 3.2, the data analysis underwent four 
main stages: (1) Transcribing; (2) Making observations; (3) Making collections; and (4). 
Developing analysis.  
Step 1: Transcribing  
I transcribed the data by myself as CA transcriptions are normally done by the analyst or the 
researcher and it is not standard practice in CA to have transcription done by other people such as 
professional transcribers. I used the convention system originally developed by Gail Jefferson 
which is reproduced with modifications in Sidnell’s (2010) (see Appendix 7 for the full description 
of the convention system). This transcription system is distinctive with a comprehensive range of 
standardised conventions which include such details as pauses, high pitch, low pitch, overlap, 
breath, latch, and silence.  
The step of transcribing required me to listen repeatedly as it is considered central to the CA 
technique (Hutchby & Wooffit, 1998). This repeated listening to the recording allowed me to gain 
an intimate acquaintance with the recording at the necessary level of detail and also helped me to 
hear and to focus on phenomena that may subsequently form part of the analytic account. In that 
process, many aspects of the interaction which were previously unnoticed became noticed and 
focused upon (Psathas, 1995). In each additional round of transcribing, more details were added to 
the transcriptions as suggested by ten Have (2007), making the process of transcription “a major 
noticing device” (2007, p. 95). Transcription therefore became an integral part of analysis. The use 
of recorded data also provided some form of guarantee that analytic conclusions would not arise as 
artifacts of intuitive idiosyncrasy, selective attention or recollection, or experimental design 
(Atkinson & Heritage, 1984). To ensure the reliability of the quality of transcription, with the 
research funding of the School of Languages and Cultures at the University of Queensland, two 
native English speakers assisted with checking the final close transcription. 
Step 2: Making observations 
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Observation is central to CA as it “does not set out to prove this or that theory but rather to get a 
handle on, and ultimately describe in some kind of formal language, something in the world” 
(Sidnell, 2010, p. 28). For this reason, I made close observations to locate and describe the actions 
performed by the participants.   
What emerges at this stage are different stances taken by participants in the interactions involving 
research tasks as outlined above in the overview of the meetings (see Section 3.3). I observed that 
three main epistemic stances were taken by participants for accomplishing different actions: 
knowing, less knowledgeable, and unknowing stances. More interestingly, it appeared that 
participants, besides taking different stances, switched stances in some certain contexts. 
Observations of stances led to another observation that participants’ epistemic positions were 
changed and negotiated. It seemed there was a link between the change in epistemic positions and 
topics under discussion in the respective sequence. The topics are diverse ranging from small talk, 
trivial topics, to those that are central to research development. A closer look was taken at the 
actions accomplished through a stance or a stance switch within a turn or across turns by 
participants. Observations suggested that both the supervisors and students performed a wide range 
of actions and they were oriented to their institutional roles.  
Step 3: Making collections 
As described in step 2, what appeared to be interesting during the data observation concerned the 
change and negotiation of epistemic positions by participants. Bringing together the line of CA 
research of knowledge management with a focus on epistemic positions and the goal-oriented 
feature of institutional talk as a point of departure, I started the collection step. I collected cases in 
which epistemic positions are adopted, established, and negotiated in a discussion of a research- 
related task at two stages of the candidature. For example, in some cases participants acquire a new 
epistemic position within the unfolding activity. The collection of these cases at each stage of the 
candidature enables an analysis of what and how participants do in their orientations to the 
accomplishment of relevantly institutional tasks.  
Collected cases were then gathered into two collections according to what the supervisors and 
students did in the two stages of the candidature. Two collections are as follows: 
1. Collection of interactions at the PCS 
2. Collection of interactions at the TRS.  
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Analysis of the target turns carried out by the supervisors and students were conducted and 
presented separately to provide solid answers to the two research questions of the study regarding 
aspects of teaching and learning. When analysing the supervisors’ pedagogical practices with the 
focus on the supervisors’ actions, the students’ turns were considered as a means to account for 
what and why the supervisors were doing in that target turn. Similarly, when analysing the students’ 
learning, as the focus shifts to the students’ turns, supervisors’ turns were then taken into account as 
a way to understand the students’ target turn. Notice that all target turns are marked with arrow → 
in the transcripts.  
Step 4: Developing the analysis  
It has been pointed out that there is no single way to carry out one CA project (Sidnell, 2010; ten 
Have, 2007). In other words, different conversation analysts have various ways of approaching their 
data. In this step, I have incorporated procedures proposed by some of CA experts in the way they 
work to address the research questions of the study (see Section 2.4).   
As noted in the literature review chapter (see Section 2.2.1), one of the most challenging tasks of 
supervisors is to balance giving guidance with developing student autonomy (Overall et al., 2011). 
Despite the fact that there is much literature on supervision, there is a need for more research into 
what and how supervisors actually do to carry out this challenging task in supervision meetings (see 
Section 2.5). To address this, the analysis started with the collection of interactions at the PCS to 
examine how the supervisors enact the roles of supervision as teaching in the supervision meetings 
at the PCS. In order to do this, the target turns in the collection were the supervisors’ turns and the 
students’ turn were considered as a means to account for what and why the supervisors are doing in 
that target turn.  
First, I identified one type of action performed by the supervisors in the interactions of the 
collection: giving guidance and factual information. Next, I copied each case in which this action 
was identified onto its own page and gave it a number, annotating this with any observations that 
seemed possibly relevant to the investigation of how supervisors do their teaching in supervision 
meetings. Then I selected the three most visible and clear cases in which the supervisors give the 
students guidance or factual information and I analysed them. I concentrated on turn composition 
and design, sequential positioning and other basic interactional organisation (see Section 2.4 for an 
outline of these features). 
To do this, I applied the analysis proposed in the “Sequence of Analytic tasks” proposed by 
Pomerantz and Fehr (2009) because these tasks are designed for analysis of actions performed 
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which fit the aim of the analysis in this study. These tasks are designed to aim at developing 
analyses of practices used for performing and recognizing actions and for the enactment of role and 
relationship identities. The analysis includes characterising the actions, considering how the actions 
fit within larger sequences of actions, analysing how the actions are performed, considering how the 
actions relate to prior actions and anticipate possible future actions, showing the interactional, 
collaborative aspects of the actions, and pointing out role and relationship implications of that 
conduct (p. 13).  
The tasks are presented in Table 3.10 as follows: 
Table 3.10. Sequence of Analytic Tasks  
Task 1 Select a sequence and examine the opening and closing as achievements 
Task 2 Select a turn within the sequence for close analysis 
 Task A Characterise the actions performed in the turn. Consider how the actions fit within 
sequences of actions. 
 Task B Describe the methods used to perform the actions. Consider the understandings 
provided by the use of those methods.  
 Task C Describe the methods used to taking, keeping, and transitioning between turns. 
Consider the understandings provided by the use of those methods.  
 Task D Consider the ways in which the interactants enact identities, roles and/ or 
relationships.  
Task 3  Select other turns within the sequence and do Tasks A-D for each of the turns.  
                                                                                                            (Pomerantz & Fehr, 2009, p. 13)     
Once a target supervisors’ turn had been selected in a sequence, the analysis of the stance utterance 
was then further developed basing on two main guidelines (Pomerantz & Fehr, 2009). Firstly, 
consider the ways  the speakers form up and deliver actions including selections of reference terms 
which are the ways they refer to persons, objects, places and activities and the like, selections 
formulations, formats, certain understandings of the actions performed, and options for the 
recipient. Secondly, answer questions: what understandings do the interactants display? Do you see 
the interactants treating the matter talked about as important, parenthetical, urgent, trivial, ordinary, 
wrong, problematic, etc.? What aspects of the way in which the action was formed up and delivered 
may help provide for those understandings? What inferences, if any, might the recipients have made 
based on the packaging? What options does the package provide for the recipient? Or what are the 
interactional consequences of using this packaging over an alternative? What are the circumstances 
that may be relevant for selecting this packaging over another for the action?  
57 
 
I focused on the display and changes of epistemic positions within the unfolding activity as a means 
to account for how supervisors accomplish their institutional tasks throughout the data analysis 
process. To do this, I resorted to the three main dimensions of knowledge: epistemic access, 
epistemic primacy, and epistemic responsibilities (see Section 2.4). Specifically, I incorporated into 
the analysis an examination of the ways participants showed themselves to be accountable for what 
they know, their level of certainty, their relative authority, and the degree to which they exercised 
their rights and fulfilled their responsibilities. For example, the analysis in some feedback giving 
sequences showed that supervisors downgraded their epistemic certainty using epistemic 
downgrades to step back from providing guidance to students as a way to create a balance between 
giving guidance and developing student autonomy.  After I had closely analyzed the three most 
visible and clear cases of the collection, I worked through the entire collection. At this stage, I was 
able to sort the cases into subsets according to the type of actions the supervisors accomplished in 
their target turns (see Section 4.2 and 4.3 for the analyses of these subsets). After having finished 
analysing the first example of the collection of the interactions at the PCS, I returned to the data 
collection to refine the description to make sure it provided an analytic account for how supervision 
as teaching is enacted by the supervisors in the data. This examination addresses the research 
question of how the supervisors balance giving guidance and developing student autonomy in 
supervision meetings.  
Then I moved on to examine how the students participate in supervisory talk with an orientation 
towards developing into independent researchers. The same procedure was applied to the analysis 
of the students’ turns as when I examined the collection of examples for the supervisors’ turns. This 
analysis process was also applied to the analysis of interactions between the supervisors and 
students at the TRS. The findings drawn from analysis of the two collections are discussed in 
relation to the three research questions.  
3.5. Summary 
This chapter has outlined the three research questions of the study followed by detailed information 
on research participants and data collection. It has provided detailed information about participants 
and data of this study and outlined the four steps of the data analysis process.  
Analysis of the data is presented in two separate chapters: one on supervisors’ teaching in which the 
target turns for the analysis are the supervisors’ turns; and the other on the students’ learning in 
which the target turns are the students’ turns. Therefore, analysis of each collection will be 
presented in two separate sections in each chapter. One more issue arising from this presentation of 
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the analysis is that some cases which have been used in the section on the supervisors’ teaching in 
chapter 4 will be reused in chapter 5 for illustration of the students’ learning. 
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Chapter 4: Supervisors’ pedagogical practices  
4.1. Introduction  
As outlined in the previous chapters, the roles of supervisors in supervision are challenging in part 
because they have to balance giving guidance with developing student autonomy (Overall et al., 
(2011, p. 804). This chapter focuses on how the supervisors carry this challenging role when 
supervising the students at two different stages of their candidature: the Pre-confirmation stage 
(PCS) and the Thesis review stage (TRS).  
All the meetings in the data fit within the traditional supervision model, which involves a dyadic 
relationship between a supervisor or usually two supervisors and a student, meeting regularly to 
discuss and document progress (McCallin & Nayar, 2012). They propose that the traditional model 
of supervision prepares students for independent research. Independence development assumes that 
the supervisor is the expert and the student is the apprentice who learns by doing (Kiley, Meyers, & 
Nulty, 2009; Manathunga, 2005b; Parker, 2009). The analyses of the supervision meetings collected 
for this study contain all kinds of interactions that make supervision a complex learning process. 
The relationship between novices and experts is found in the meetings in which the supervisors 
work with the students at the pre-confirmation stage (PCS) when there is no thesis.  
From a pedagogical point of view, supervisors need to teach students how to carry out their main 
research tasks including framing a research question, judging research methodology, writing the 
literature review, and others (see Section 2.2.1). In the data, sometimes the supervisors work with 
the student to work out the issues under discussion by giving them guidance or factual information, 
giving feedback with equivocation, and providing several options or alternatives. In other cases, the 
supervisor defers or declines to provide the information or solutions but rather frames their 
explanation or response so that the student must find out independently of the supervisor. The 
supervisors do this both when they are asked to do so by the students and when they are not asked.  
This chapter is divided into two main parts, each discussing what the supervisors do and how they 
do this to enact their roles as supervisors at one stage of the candidature. The examination looks at 
the target turn taken by the supervisors. It then investigates the students’ uptake to see how the 
supervisors’ turn impacts on the students’ turn or discover the effects of the supervisors’ turns on 
the students’ uptake. In other words, it examines the interactions sequentially to account for what 
the supervisors do and how they orient to their roles as supervisors. 
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4.2. Supervisors’ actions at the Pre-Confirmation Stage (PCS) 
Chapter 2 has reviewed the main stages of the candidature, the first of which is the PCS. In the 
university where the data were collected, by the end of the PCS, students have to pass a 
confirmation milestone which requires them to demonstrate their research questions and research 
methods. This milestone also provides them with an opportunity to obtain feedback on their 
research questions and proposed methodology.  
The literature review notes that students need different forms of guidance at different stages of their 
research progress (Moses, 1992). As the focus of the PCS is on a robust research proposal, 
supervisors are expected to provide students with guidance on some main issues including how to 
frame research questions, how to write a literature review, and how to justify research methods. 
However, supervisors face the challenging task of actively teaching students necessary skills but 
also facilitating the development of independent researchers (Overall et al., 2011). In the data, the 
supervisors perform a wide range of actions: giving guidance and factual information; giving 
feedback with equivocation; providing several options or alternatives; withholding advice; and 
questioning. In performing these actions, the supervisors balance the challenging task of 
supervision and this brings the interaction to a successful outcome which ultimately contributes to 
the achievement of institutional goals. In this section, I present the supervisors’ actions in turn, 
point out how flexibly the supervisors balance giving guidance and developing student autonomy, 
and discuss the impact of the supervisors’ actions on students’ learning.  
4.2.1. Giving guidance and factual information  
There is consensus in the literature that supervisors should give students guidance at the early stage 
of candidature. Giving guidance and feedback on students’ ongoing work or structuring the thesis is 
considered one of the main tasks or roles of supervisors (Abiddin & West, 2007b; Leder, 1985; 
Vilkinas, 2002, 2008). In Abiddin and West’s (2007b) study on supervision practices for foreign 
graduate research students, providing prompt feedback with constructive criticism, giving detailed 
advice, and giving guidance about the nature of research, the literature, theories, methodologies and 
the standards expected are three out of seventeen statements which are assumed to constitute an 
effective supervisor. Specific guidance is claimed to help students to have direction in their research 
and develop their skills and abilities towards becoming independent researchers. This particularly 
works in the traditional training model within which all the meetings in the data fit. As presented in 
Section 2.2, this model aims to train independent researchers.  
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In the data, guidance and factual information are given to the students in the situations involving 
the issues as mentioned in the literature (see section 2.2.1) plus others, such as constructing thesis 
chapters, finding relevant literature, managing reading load, and allocating time for research tasks. 
As the skills and knowledge deployed to address these issues fall well within supervisors’ epistemic 
domains, the supervisors orient themselves and the students to such domains. In these interactions, 
the supervisors present themselves as knowledgeable, making their guidance be assertive and 
advice direct. Their guidance is both solicited and unsolicited.  
Two examples below illustrate how guidance was given to Annie, a student at the PCS, in two 
different meetings video recorded from group 2 (see Section 3.3). This group consists of two 
supervisors, Sam and Jon, and one student, Annie, whose research is on the implementation of 
English as a medium of instruction in the Vietnamese context. Both of these interactions involve 
skills and knowledge related to writing the literature review, which requires students to demonstrate 
they have an understanding of previous studies in the areas they are investigating. This 
understanding will help them to formulate research questions and form theoretical theories or 
research framework. As mentioned in Section 2.2.1, when supervision is considered as teaching, 
writing a literature review is one of the aspects that supervisors need to teach students.  
In example 4-1, Jon gives guidance to the student regarding the need for justifying research 
approaches. The interaction starts about halfway through the one-hour meeting. Prior to the 
interaction in this example, Jon has talked about some approaches in language management and the 
situations in some different countries and mentions one of his students’ current researches as an 
example to illustrate. 
Example 4-1: “language management” g2m4 (46:57-49:05) 
 
817 S-Jon:  language, language management theory then i:s;  
818         both at a simple but also at a more co:mplex level; 
819         so you look at things like; a:h; companies; or  
820         organizations; or you know Li:nd has used this a- 
821         >you know< to look at, as- as a wa:y of looking 
822         at he:r; he:r a:h; university sort of situation. 
823         but the fo:cus is really on the university. a:nd; 
824         how- how do the:; kind of si:mple management things; 
825         the things that are going on in the classroom; (0.7) 
826         rela:te to: the more comple:x ma:nagement things that 
827         the university and a:h; (1.2) units within the  
828         university and so forth a:re; are involved in doing; 
829         and what is that sort of interaction. 
830         (2.6) 
831 S-Sam:  ((nods his head)) 
832 Annie:  so when we talk about the different 
833         approa:ches in language e:r; management 
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834         does it mean that if we: if I take 
835         one (0.7) approach in the literature review 
836         it should not refer to the other o:r; 
837         (2.4) 
838 S-Jon:  WELL; (0.5) I mean; I mean ba:sically you 
839         need to justify a- all a:ll I’m saying 
840       → is you need to justify; all we’re saying is th[at]= 
841 S-Sam:                                                [mm] 
842 S-Jon:→ =you need to ju:stify the approa:ch 
843         that you are taking. (0.5) that’s all. (1.2) 
844         because they have somewhat different assumptions. 
845         (0.2) 
846 S-Sam:  mm:; 
847 S-Jon:→ so:; (0.7) that’s (1.0) and tha:t’s what the na:ture 
848         of literature review is.you’re saying that; that; 
849         that; this- this is the be:st theoretical way of 
850         framing the material. (0.9) but a:ll I’m trying 
851         to point out he:re, w- and and in the discussion 
852         we’re been having is that the:se, these fra:mes 
853         can be somewhat different. (0.8)so you nee:d to 
854         understand that when you choo:se particular 
855         frames, a- you know; as you have done here; (0.4) 
856         that you: th- that you are already (0.9)constraining   
857         if you like in some degree the wa:y that; a- and (0.5) 
858         defi:ning the way you are going to; because  
859         these- these a:re;(1.2) ◦we don’t like to think  
860         of it this way◦ but you know; we- we are; we are 
861         bou:nd by certain 
862         theoretical;  
863 S-Sam:  mm 
864 Annie: ((nodding)) 
 
At lines (832-836), Annie seeks clarification on whether she needs to refer to multiple approaches 
when writing the literature review. Jon’s response begins with WELL (line 838), high pitched, 
followed by I mean (line 838) repeated twice, repairing Annie’s understanding of what has been 
said by reframing it. Jon is not directly providing a confirmation or disconfirmation even though 
Annie has clearly asked for confirmation. He is orienting to providing guidance on the requirement 
that Annie needs to justify the approach she is choosing you need to justify all all I’m saying is you 
need to justify (lines 838-840). Jon keeps emphasising what Annie needs to do you need to justify 
the approach that you are taking that’s all (lines 842-843). Jon is speaking with a voice of authority 
teaching Annie what she needs to do regarding writing the literature review, as this is one of key 
points in the learning journey (Wisker, 2015). By being able to justify approaches, researchers show 
their research skills and knowledge.  
In the rest of the turn, Jon accounts for why Annie needs to justify the approach because they have 
somewhat different assumptions (line 844), thus reinforcing his guidance of justifying research 
methods. He moves on explaining more about justifying the approach, starting with that’s and 
that’s what the nature of literature review is (line 847-848). In referring to the nature of the 
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literature review, Jon treats Annie as someone who lacks the knowledge of the nature of the 
literature review and needs to be taught. As such, Jon orients to the epistemic asymmetry, taking up 
his teaching role. It is in this turn that he continues teaching Annie how to write a literature review 
by explaining the fundamentals of the literature review.   
In the next multiple-unit turns (lines 847-862), Jon explains more deeply about the nature of 
literature review in relation to justification of approaches. It is possible to observe from his turns 
that he seems to be oriented to a pedagogical approach to supervision: referring back to what the 
student has said you’re saying that that that this is the best theoretical way of framing the material 
(lines 848-849), pointing out the problem with what Annie has said but all I’m trying to point out 
here and and in the discussion we’re been having is that these these frames can be somewhat 
different (lines 850-853), and stating what Annie needs to get to know so you need to understand 
that … certain theoretical (lines 853-862). Again, Jon is going into detail, supporting his teaching 
of writing the literature review.  
Jon’s teaching is proved to be sufficient as Annie overtly acknowledges his explanation at the very 
end of the interaction which is also at the end of this meeting and is not shown in this extract. In 
addition, Annie explicitly says she has no other questions to ask, which serves as evidence that 
Jon’s guidance works and her clarification request regarding dealing with approaches in the 
literature reviews gets done.   
In some situations such as is happening in example 4-1, the supervisors do not check for the 
student’s understanding of what they have talked about and hence the students do not explicitly 
express their understanding of what the supervisors have explained in the local context. However, in 
some other cases, the supervisors do check for the students’ understanding of the guidance they 
have given to them, thus creating for the students an opportunity to display their understanding. It is 
the interaction at this moment that serves as strong evidence that providing assertive guidelines has 
a pedagogical function. This will be demonstrated in example 4-2 in which the supervisor, Sam, 
gives guidelines to Annie on how to structure her literature review.  
The interaction in example 4-2 occurs about the middle of a one-hour meeting between Annie and 
her two supervisors in the meeting prior to the one from which example 4-1 is taken. The meeting 
starts with Jon asking the student to explain the problem that the research is focusing on. Having 
listened to the student explaining about the research problem – English as a medium of instruction 
in higher education in Vietnam and read her work, the two supervisors agree that she needs to frame 
the research problem more clearly. They then talk about how to form the argument and structure the 
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literature review in order to be able to achieve a better articulation of her research problem. In 
example 4-2, Sam provides advice on how the literature review should be structured. This 
interaction involves engagement between Annie and Sam only.  
Example 4-2: “start with the agency” g2m3 (30:22-31:10) 
541 S-Sam:  yeah mm, (3.0) so yeah, I think um; (0.2) 
542         for your literature review chapter. (0.2).hh 
543       → you don’t have to wa:it (2.0) until the 
544         last section; to introduce agency so 
545         you can; you can you in fact start 
546         straight away, you can start with  
547         something like language (0.3) policy and 
548         planning and agency. 
549         (0.5) 
550 Annie:  mmm.((noting down)) 
551         (1.0) 
552 S-Sam:  that would actually save you lot. s- save you a lot.  
553         (0.9) 
554 S-Sam:→ you don’t have to, you c- you can, you don’t have to 
555         introduce the (theme). 
556 Annie:  mmm 
557 S-Sam:→ ◦>You understand what I mean?<◦  
558 Annie:  ahm  
559 S-Sam:→ so you can start with the agency and then you ca- 
560         you can then talk about, theoretically, erm ho:w 
561         agency was traditionally assumed, 
562         where it was located, and how, what sort of changes 
563         are happening? (0.7)◦okay?◦ 
564 Annie:  yeah and how the agency is um seen in (0.7) 
565         E[ MI]?= 
566 S-Sam:  =[EMI] 
567 Annie:  implement[tation in  ◦different countries◦ ] 
568 S-Sam:           [okay yeah that’s right yeah yeah.] 
 
With you don’t have to (lines 543 and 554), Sam is instructing Annie on what should or should not 
be included in the review of literature, thus providing Annie with guidance. The use of don’t have 
to is evidence of Sam positioning himself as authorised to say what goes where in a literature 
review. In doing so, Sam is seen to do the teaching, which is further reinforced by his next turn you 
understand what I mean? (line 557). This serves to check whether Annie has understood his 
suggested structure. In checking Annie’s understanding, Sam is indicating that he is teaching and 
providing Annie a chance to display her understanding of what has been taught.  
Annie responds to Sam’s checking for understanding with a minimal token ahm (line 558), failing 
to provide a demonstration or acknowledgement of understanding. Treating this as Annie’s failure 
to provide understanding of what he has said, Sam unpacks his guidance by specifying the 
sequences of information Annie should present in her review of literature you can start with the 
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agency. and then you ca you can then talk about theoretically ... happening (lines 559-563). Sam 
pauses to check whether Annie is following or has understood his talk with okay? in a rising tone 
(line 563). This contributes towards featuring his talk as a pedagogical approach as okay delivered 
in this manner is reported to be deployed commonly by lecturers in educational contexts (Othman, 
2010). Similarly, in Bowker’s (2012) study, supervisors use tags such as “yeah”, “okay?” and 
“right” to check the student’s understanding and to invite students to engage in the interaction. This 
is augmented in Annie’s immediately next turn when she continues Sam’s turn at line 564 after 
acknowledging his turn with the token yeah, followed by the conjunction and that signals what 
Annie is talking continues from Sam’s previous turn. In continuing Sam’s turn, therefore, Annie 
displays a candidate understanding of what Sam has explained about structuring the literature 
review in the previous turn (Sacks, 1992a). And what she has understood is confirmed as correct by 
Sam okay yeah that’s right yeah yeah (line 568), delivered in overlap from the last syllable of the 
first word in Annie’s turn.   
Giving guidance followed by checking students’ understanding as illustrated in this example proves 
to be helpful to the student as it provides students an opportunity to engage in the interaction. In 
addition to acknowledging their understanding of supervisors’ talk, students take up the floor to 
contribute to the interaction. This has become more evident with the observation of the interaction 
surrounding this example where the student seems to be quiet. This observation, in combination 
with the detailed analysis of guidance followed by checking for understanding, suggests that 
immediate outcome can be achieved by involving students in the interaction in the course of giving 
guidance. This examination supplements the general guidelines stated in the literature that 
supervisors should give guidance to the students at early stages (Hasrati, 2005; Moses, 1992). 
Guidance followed by understanding check helps to promote student involvement in the interaction. 
In addition to giving guidance on how to approach and conduct research tasks, the supervisors 
provide students with factual information to help them better understand the nature of doing 
research and carrying out research tasks. Factual information refers to information that is true or has 
an evident source of knowledge. In the data, factual information provided by the supervisors 
contains what is said in the literature, knowledge required for writing a literature review, or the 
meaning of some words. In providing factual information, the supervisors tend to design the 
beginning of their turns with the topic under discussion, thematising these issues (“recent studies” 
in example 4-3, “usually in chapter one” and “chapter one” in example 4-4 and “it” in example 4-5) 
rather than the students themselves as in cases where guidance is given (“you need to justify” in 
example 4-1 and “you don’t have to wait until the last section” in example 4-2). In doing so the 
supervisors orient themselves and the students to what they are going to talk about as facts.  
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The following three examples demonstrate this. The supervisors provide the students with factual 
information either when they are asked to do so by the students (see example 4-3) or they may do it 
unsolicited (see examples 4-4 and 4-5).  
Example 4-3 is another example taken from the third meeting among six meetings recorded from 
group 2, between Annie and her two supervisors, Sam and Jon. The main focus of the meeting is 
how to form and develop an argument for Annie’s thesis basing on her recent reading and writing. 
Framing an argument for a thesis is critically important for doing research as it sets up an important 
step for the research to proceed. This is particularly crucial for Annie at the PCS as this is one of the 
main issues that she needs to present at the confirmation seminar, as do all other PhD students, 
making sure she has an argument for her thesis that is borne out of the literature review (for the 
requirements of stages of the candidature, see Section 2.2). Just prior to Jon’s turn at the beginning 
of this extract, Jon has given his feedback on Annie’s work that the problem of the study needs to 
be framed better. He then gives an account supporting his claim by pointing out the contrast 
between what Annie has mentioned in her partial draft of the chapter and of the outline with what 
has been shown in recent studies (lines 217-229).  
In this example, Jon provides factual information about recent studies conducted in the field of 
research in supporting his comment that Annie needs to frame the problem of her research study 
more clearly. In talking about the findings of recent studies related to the problem of Annie’s study, 
Jon presents his information as factual. Jon also explains to Annie the meaning of the phrase 
“voluntary situations”.  
Example 4-3: “voluntary situations” g2m3 (18:00-18:43) 
217 S-Jon:→ but the (0.7)recent studies ha:ve ↑shown↑ 
218         that; (2.4) ah- in in (2.0)i:n in in fact 
219         .hhh ahm-(0.6) that it is, (1.3) >you know< 
220         the:re- (.) are (0.6) ahm-(1.5) micro 
221         sort of situ↑ation which: (0.4) ahm- i::s 
222         (0.8) is likely to:: influence the  
223         success or failure  [of those ] o- o- 
224         of those po:licies, 
225 S-Sam:                      [ºmmm mmmº]  
226  S-Jon:→ and that in- in that very little wo:rk; has been done in  
227         this area, a:hm- (0.3) and that nothing has been done in 
228         this area in Vie:tnam particularly in 
229         situations which are vo:luntary situations.  
230 S-Sam:  yeah 
231 S-Jon:  ah, which we have in in in in in Vietnam. .hhh and= 
232 Annie:  = sorry ah;(.)what do you mean by vo- 
233         voluntary [situations ] 
234 S-Jon:→           [well, s- s-] students students, students can 
235         choose (0.3) can [choo:]se these situations. 
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236 Annie:                   [o::h;] 
237 S-Sam:  I mean this is not sort of compu:lsory:. 
238 Annie:  yeah the optional. 
239 S-Sam:  mm= 
240 S-Jon:  =so so; so so; you have you have (0.7) you have an  
241         optional, (0.7) e:rm; (1.6) you have an optional  
242         situation, 
 
Jon’s turn from line 217 to 224 is an extended one. The contrastive but (Schiffrin, 1987) points out 
the contrast between the recent micro situations in which  English as a medium of instruction (EMI) 
with the macro top down approach which typically situates EMI. He talks about the existence of 
micro sort of situation which ahm is likely to influence the success or failure of those policies (lines 
220-224). In this interaction, those policies refer to the policies related to the planning of EMI 
which is discussed in Annie’s research. Jon continues his extended turns from line 226, mentioning 
the lack or the non-existence of work in the area Annie is doing: very little work has been done in 
this area, ahm and that nothing has been done in this area in Vietnam particularly in situation 
which are voluntary situations (lines 226-229). In saying this, Jon expresses his understanding of 
what has or has not been done in the field of research that Annie is doing. Furthermore, by taking a 
strong knowing stance he even displays his deep understanding of the situation in Vietnam, the 
country in which Annie plans to carry out her study. In the course of delivering this, Jon is not using 
subjective language, but he uses presentational structures: recent studies have shown that (line 217), 
in fact (line 218), and there are ahm micro sort of situations (lines 220-221). There is no use of 
hedges or modality. All of these expressions present what Jon is talking about as fact. In so doing, 
Jon orients to the epistemic asymmetry between him and Annie, teaching Annie about what is and 
is not in the literature. Therefore, Jon’s role emerges as a source of information and knowledge for 
Annie to rely on which is one commonly assumed role of supervisors (see Section 2.2.3). This kind 
of teaching reflects the early stage of Annie’s candidature.  
Another piece of factual information explained in this interaction involves the explanation of the 
meaning of the words voluntary situations (line 233) when Annie cuts off Jon’s turn at line 232 to 
ask for the meaning. In formulating the question with what do you mean (line 232), Annie treats the 
information as if it is in Jon’s territory of knowledge which might imply that Annie might be 
familiar with these words but she does not understand Jon’s reference in this particular context. In 
response, Jon explains the meaning of voluntary situations first used in line 229. This can be seen 
clearly at line 238 when Annie displays her understanding of what Jon has explained to her by using 
optional substituting for voluntary used by Jon. In line 241, when Jon uses the word optional 
suggested by Annie, he confirms Annie’s understanding of the term voluntary situation as correct. 
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In this case, Annie comes to know the meaning of voluntary situations drawn from both 
supervisors’ explanations (lines 234-237).   
Content of thesis chapters is another type of knowledge which is well within supervisors’ epistemic 
domains. The next two examples illustrate supervisors providing students with factual information 
in relation to this type of knowledge.  
In example 4-4, taken from the fourth of six meetings recorded from the same supervisory group as 
example 4-3 comes from, both supervisors are talking about the content of chapter one of a thesis 
rather than the content of chapter one in the student’s own thesis. The interaction in this example 
occurs right at the beginning of the meeting after a few minutes of small talk. Annie initiates the 
meeting by proposing to move some details in chapter two into the introductory chapter basing on 
Sam’s comments which she has received via email (lines 11-18). In response to Annie’s proposal, 
two supervisors have explained to her what is normally included in chapter one (lines 19-31).  
Example 4-4: “chapter one” g2m4 (06:33-07:20) 
 
11 Annie:  ◦and for◦ a:hm; Sam’s erh comments 
12         on the final email:;((gazes at Sam)) 
13         I think that through the: ahm chapter two here, 
14         I can add some of the: ahm; (1.5) ahm 
15         (0.7) detai:ls in chapter two into 
16         the introduction regarding to Vietnam’s (1.0) 
17         a:hm; social and political con[ditions. ] 
18         ((gazes at Sam))  
19 S-Sam:→                               [yeah yeah] usually in  
20         chapter one we have (1.4)((gaze at supervisor 2)) 
21         we have bits and pieces of almost  
22         e:verything. ((gazes at supervisor 2)) 
23         (0.8) 
24 Annie:  ◦yeah ahm;◦ 
25 S-Sam:  ◦uhm;◦ 
26 Annie:  ahm; 
27         (3.7) 
28 S-Jon:→ chapter one; chapter one((gazes at Sam))is try:ing 
29         (.) to provi:de; (1.0) a kind of su:mmary of the: 
30         (1.4) main issues and arguments without getting into 
31         them. (0.6) to any great depth,=((gazes at Sam)) 
32 S-Sam:  =mmm that’s right. 
 
In response to Annie’s proposal of moving some details from chapter two into the introductory 
chapter (lines 11-17), Sam, instead of providing feedback on Annie’s proposal, talks about the 
content of chapter one in general. It is the use of usually in usually in chapter one (lines 19-20) that 
projects that what he is going to talk about regarding chapter one is drawn from something generic. 
However, he uses chapter one (line 20) instead of introduction (line 16) as used by Annie.  
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While Annie acknowledges Sam’s talk with minimal tokens yeah ahm (line 24) and ahm (line 26), 
Jon contributes to the talk, showing his alignment with Sam. He also talks about the goal of chapter 
one chapter one is trying to provide a kind of summary of the main issues and arguments without 
getting into them to any great depth (lines 28-31). By using chapter one (line 28) as the subject of 
the active sentence and delivering the turn without hedging, Jon explicitly presents information as 
fact, claiming his epistemic primacy over content of thesis chapters. By articulating the content of 
chapter one as factual information in an institutionally recognizable manner, both Jon and Sam 
position Annie as being a novice researcher, invoking the teaching role of supervisors. What the 
supervisors do here reflects one kind of supervision as teaching experience - imparting academic 
knowledge (Bruce & Stoodley, 2013).    
The next example (example 4-5) demonstrates how Jon provides factual information about 
background materials. It is part of the supervisors’ talk about the content of the introductory chapter 
in response to the student’s proposal of moving some details from chapter two into chapter one 
which is initiated by the student at the beginning of the meeting as presented in Example 4-4. In this 
interaction, they are talking about where the background material should go if it is extensive. There 
is a need to explain here that the background material Jon mentions in his talk refers to the 
information provided in supporting the statement of the research problem. According to Jon, if the 
background material is not extensive, it is included in chapter one. We join the interaction when Jon 
moves to talk about the case when background material is extensive ahm but if if background 
material is more extensive (lines 53-54). 
Example 4-5: “background materials” g2m4 (8:13-8:31) 
53 S-Jon:→ ahm- but i:f i:f the background material is 
54         more extensive, 
55 S-Sam:  mm; 
56 Annie:  mm;((nodding)) 
57         (1.2)   
58 S-Jon:→ then; (0.6) e::r; then it- it needs; .hh it 
59         needs to be <separate.> (0.5) and we need 
60         to be very ca:reful that this doesn’t 
61         end up in the review of the literature 
62         if it is really background material. 
63 S-Sam:  mmm; 
Both Sam and Annie indicate that they are following Jon with the acknowledgment token mm (lines 
55-56). At lines 58-59, Jon continues his turn, talking about where background material needs to be 
if it is extensive it needs it needs to be separate. Here Jon uses his expert knowledge of writing a 
literature review to explain this to the student. He is talking about this without hedging or hesitation, 
together with the use of the modality of obligation need (lines 58 and 59). In addition, in the rest of 
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the turn, he reemphasizes where to put the background material this doesn’t end up in the review of 
the literature if it is really background material (lines 60-62). Again Jon says this without 
hesitation, presenting this as a fact. Therefore, in giving this account, he is orienting to the 
knowledge of doing research, particularly the knowledge of the content of research thesis chapters. 
In this example, Jon provides factual information about extensive background material which 
assists the student in organising her review of the literature. This information is quite important at 
this stage of the candidature as it not only helps the student with organising her work but also saves 
time later.   
The above interactions show how guidance and factual information are given by the supervisors to 
the students, which help them to approach and carry out research tasks. The reason why the 
supervisors do this might be related to the fact that guidance, direct advice and factual information 
are all essential for the development of students, particularly at the early stage of the candidature. 
With sufficient information and guidance, students acquire the knowledge and skills to keep their 
research on the right track. However, prior research on supervision has shown that too much 
guidance from supervisors make students dependent on supervisors (Delamont et al., 1998; Overall 
et al., 2011). They also point out that if students are given too much freedom they may lose track of 
the research, thus possibly leading to failure in the PhD candidature. Therefore, balancing giving 
guidance and developing student autonomy is considered the most challenging task for supervisors.  
This section with examples has illustrated how the supervisors give guidance and factual 
information to students – one end of the task of balancing giving guidance and developing student 
autonomy. The next four sections of the chapter (4.2.2 to 4.2.5) are designed for investigating how 
the other end of the task is carried out. Supervisors are considered to have developed student 
autonomy when they acknowledge the student’s perspective, encourage the student to be open with 
their ideas and provide opportunities for students to make their own decisions (Overall et al., 2011). 
In their study, these are further broken into smaller items designed for students’ assessment of 
supervisors’ autonomy support, including encouraging students to ask questions, being open about 
their own ideas and any issues that concern them, listening to how students would like to do things, 
welcoming students’ input in discussion and treating their ideas with respect. The next sections of 
this chapter show how supervisors develop student autonomy by accomplishing different actions: 
giving feedback with equivocation, providing several options or alternatives, withholding advice, 
and questioning.  
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4.2.2. Giving feedback with equivocation  
Unlike what happens in cases in which supervisors present things as factual and directly teach 
students (see Section 4.2.1), sometimes supervisors have a tendency to step back from being 
committed towards the feedback they give. Examination of the issues on which feedback is 
provided with equivocation shows that these issues are specifically related to the students’ thesis, 
though they are under such topics as how to review literature, how to frame a research question, or 
how to manage reading load, which are discussed in cases of guidance and factual information. 
Example 4-6 demonstrates how this happens.  
In example 4-6, Jon proffers an equivocal suggestion related to aspects of analysis in Julie’s study. 
In the talk leading to this extract, Julie has talked about the framework she has deconstructed from 
someone’s work in her field of research – education. Jon then proffers some positive assessments on 
what she has done (72-75). When the interaction in this example starts, Jon mentions again what he 
thinks about Julie’s ongoing work.  
Example 4-6: g1m6 “some other things” (5:53-6:50) 
72 S-Jon:  so:, you’ve started to look at, then; how y- 
73         ho:w you might reconstruct that, in a way 
74         which might be more appropriate for your 
75         own conte:xt. 
76         (1.0)  
77 Julie:  m:m; 
78         (1.8) 
79 S-Jon:  I mean i- it’s, I so I think  
80         this is; this is; e:r; you know this is good 
81         analysis,and you’ve been doing some 
82         rea:ding, in relation to these, so:; that’s 
83         also good, 
84         (1.0) 
85 S-Jon:→ e:r; just in thinking about it though, it 
86         seems to me that there are; (1.8) there 
87         are possibly some other things that you 
88         need to: think about in; in terms of the 
89         analysis that you are do:ing, 
90         (1.3) 
91 S-Jon:  the:; the kinds of things that you:’re 
92         talking about here, are primarily it seems 
93       → to me, (0.6) I don’t know whether this is the 
94         right term or not, but they’re 
95         primarily sort of backgrou:nd, 
96 Julie:  yeah; 
97 S-Jon:  e:r f↑acto:rs, maybe there’s a better; 
98         maybe there’s a better te:rm. 
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Jon’s turn reaches its possible completion both grammatically and prosodically at line 75 but Julie 
does not take up with the response token mm (line 77) until after a longish pause of one second. 
Towards the end of the positive assessments on Julie’s work (lines 79-83), Jon pauses for a while. 
He then continues with just in thinking about it though (line 85). In terms of grammar, the TCU 
ending with though projects that what is going to be said is something problematic. In this case, the 
problem is put forward some other things that you need to think about (lines 87-88) which is 
prefaced by it seems to me that (line 85-86) and possibly (line 87). With the use of the expression it 
seems to me, Jon presents the problem as being seen from his own perspective, not that of others. 
With the use of possibly, he opens up a chance that there might not be other things. He then 
explicitly says that it is Julie who needs to think about that.   
In pointing out that there are possibly other things that Julie needs to think about, Jon   provides his 
comment on Julie’s draft work with equivocation, which is done through the combination use of the 
hedge it seems to me (line 85-86) and possibly (line 87). Jon is encouraging Julie to think and 
leaving room for her to decide on her own about whether there are other things to think about and if 
there are, what they are.  
Jon is giving another comment on the term “background factors” which can refer to what Julie is 
talking about in her writing. Again, Jon is proffering this term with equivocation, prefacing his 
comment with I don’t know whether this is the right term or not (lines 93-94) and maybe (lines 97-
98). In doing so, Jon downgrades his expertise and at the same time orients to Julie’s epistemic 
authority over the issue of choosing the term to use. As a result, Jon enables Julie to work out the 
term for herself to use.  
Later in the interaction, which is not shown in the transcript, Jon talks further about the factors that 
Julie should consider in her analysis in an equivocational manner. As a result of giving feedback 
with equivocation, Jon gets Julie involved in the interaction, proposing what she thinks she will 
consider in her study though she puts forward her idea with reservation. 
In cases of feedback provided with equivocation such as the example above, it is clear that the 
supervisors tend to provide equivocal feedback when the issues are specifically related to the 
student’s work. This makes it different from cases when the issues in discussion are general and the 
supervisors provide assertive guidelines (see Section 4.2.1). By stepping back, giving feedback with 
equivocation, the supervisors provide the students with opportunities to contribute to the interaction. 
Understanding why supervisors give feedback with equivocation is of practical problems to both 
supervisors and students. The previous literature has shown that there exist misperceptions among 
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students about the roles and responsibilities of supervisors (Wang & Li, 2011; Zuber-Skerritt, 
1992). For example, some students regards their supervisors “as the authority who should provide 
quick solutions to their problems”, expecting the supervisors to tell them exactly what to do (Wang 
& Li, 2011, p. 106). Thereby, the explications of supervisors’ giving feedback with equivocation 
contribute to correct misperceptions of the supervisor’s roles and responsibilities. It also raises a 
new question for supervisors to consider: when and why should they give feedback with 
equivocation at certain moments in the interaction? 
As discussed above, giving feedback with equivocation is used by the supervisors as one way of 
developing student autonomy. They also develop student autonomy by providing several options 
and choices, withholding advice, and questioning. In the next section, these three actions are 
discussed in detail.  
4.2.3. Providing several options or alternatives  
As in cases in which feedback is provided with equivocation, issues discussed in interactions where 
supervisors provide several options or alternatives are also specifically related to the students’ 
theses. These issues are initiated by the students and include such specific issues as what questions 
they should ask research participants, or how much time they should allocate for a certain research 
task. In such cases, the supervisors appear to reposition themselves from the position of advice-
giver to that of information-giver. This means that instead of providing advice on one issue, the 
supervisors tend to give the students information related to that issue by providing several options 
or alternatives. The question of when information may count as advice is argued to be centrally 
connected to participants’ identification of expert behavior (Candlin & Lucas, 1986; Elo, Leppänen, 
& Sillanpää, 1998; Sarangi, 2000). They do this by resorting to a variety of linguistic resources, the 
most common of which involves the use of “it depends”. Example 4-7 will be given to illustrate 
this.  
Example 4-7 is taken from a meeting between Julie and her two supervisors, Jon and Sam. This 
meeting centres mainly on issues in relation to conducting a pilot study, such as why it is important 
to do a pilot study, how to conduct a pilot study, and how to approach the participants. The topic of 
this interaction initiated by Julie concerns what questions she should ask the participants of the pilot 
study. In the talk leading to this extract, Julie and the two supervisors have been discussing the 
possibility of doing a pilot study, which is helpful for Julie’s main study. Just prior to the extract, 
Sam has given Julie advice on asking the participants about their identity and about themselves. 
This, in his opinion, can give Julie some basis for designing a methodology for her main study.  
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Example 4-7: g1m7 “what should I ask” (39:44-40:56) 
 
129 Julie:  now I should prepare the questions, 
130         to ask them? (0.4) so can answer me exa:ctly 
131         (0.7) what I want? 
132         (2.4) 
133 Julie:  I’m thinking about questions (0.6) what should I 
134         ask them? ((smiling)) 
135         (1.4) 
136 S-Jon:→ WELL, again it depends; whether you’re; (0.4) the- the 
137         the- if you you’re asking them questions  
138         ((smiling))that that assumes a particular kind of  
139         methodology, (1.1) maybe, maybe, (0.4) a we:ll- 
140         structured autobiography would be better. 
141         (2.1) 
142 S-Sam:  yeah; not just write about yourself, that that that  
143         wo:n’t; 
144         (0.4) 
145 S-Jon:  no yes 
146 S-Sam:  that won’t be helpful. 
147         (0.7) 
148 S-Jon:  but; (0.6) you have to make sure that; 
149 S-Sam:  that they rai:se;=  
150 S-Jon:  =yeah. 
151 S-Sam:  =yeah= 
152 S-Jon:  =they rai:se a number of the ki:nds of 
153         i:ssues; and the way that language relates to:;  
154         language and identity,= 
155 S-Sam:  =yeah. 
156         (0.4) 
157 S-Jon:  issues. so you:; you get that- e:r; you:; (0.5) put  
158         something together which structures; which structures  
159         that. 
160 S-Sam:  Mm:. 
161         (0.9) 
162 S-Sam:  maybe you providing some sort of (0.8) a  
163         sa:mple; (0.5) of the biography, and then (0.9) a:h;  
164         asking them to write >some things then< about,  
165         ((smiling))  
166 Julie:  so I should have clea:r instructions, 
167         for where [they write] 
168 S-Sam:            [  that’s  ] right [ yeah;]=  
169 S-Jon:                               [na- er] absolutely.  
 
In asking the question what should I ask them (lines 133-134), Julie overtly seeks advice on 
designing questions to ask participants, acknowledging her lack of expert knowledge in research. At 
the same time, she orients to the epistemic asymmetry, positioning the supervisors as having 
primary knowledge in this aspect. Notice the smiling voice when Julie raises the question, which 
helps to raise the problem in a more relaxed manner.  
Julie’s question makes an answer next relevant. Jon’s response starts with WELL (line 136) in a 
high pitch starting the turn followed by again (line 136), treating what Julie has asked about as 
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problematic. The word again signals that they have also discussed something problematic before. 
Instead of providing an answer which would be questions Julie should ask her participants, Jon says 
it depends (line 136), alerting Julie to a diversity of options. In launching this, Jon displays his 
knowledge of doing research in terms of methodology. This part of the turn, designed to be 
delivered as a suggestion, can be further divided into two parts: at lines 137-139, Jon mentions one 
option related to one type of question that Julie may want to ask her participants if you’re asking 
them questions that assumes a particular kind of methodology, and at lines 139-140, he suggests the 
format that may suit maybe, maybe, a well-structured autobiography would be better. Therefore, 
Jon provides several options in an equivocal manner.  
Notice the way Jon makes his suggestion, which leaves room for Julie to think and make her own 
decision. With if (line 137) starting the suggestion, he presents his suggestion as one among other 
alternatives. Then his main suggestion of using an autobiography is prefaced by two cases of 
epistemic downgrade maybe (line 139) which, in this case, downgrade the certainty of the 
suggestion. In doing so, Jon leaves room for Julie to think about what types of questions she should 
ask, the interactional effect of which is evident in Julie’s display of her understanding of what the 
supervisors have explained to her at lines 166-167 so I should have clear instructions for where they 
write. The so-prefaced upshot indicates what Julie says in the turn arises from her understanding of 
the supervisors’ previous turns. The two supervisors’ confirmation of Julie’s understanding with 
that’s right (line 168) and absolutely (line 169) shows that Julie has understood the issue in the right 
way, reflecting her having an idea of how to get information from research participants. At the same 
time, Julie is taking responsibility for making her own decisions about approaching research 
participants.   
In the interactions above and in Section 4.2.2, the supervisors provide either feedback with 
equivocation or several options on which the students can think more independently and make their 
own decisions. In other cases, the supervisors withhold advice. The next section explains how the 
supervisors do this and why.  
4.2.4. Withholding advice   
Advice is considered to be withheld when it is avoided at the expected turn or it is given but not 
tailored to the particular student but is generalized to account for a more common situation (He, 
1994). In the data, the supervisors withhold advice when the students bring issues which are quite 
specifically related to their thesis. The students’ questions in such cases project an answer as trnext 
relevant action. Also, the supervisors display a tendency of generalizing their answer to account for 
a more common situation with respect to issues under discussion.  
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Example 4-8, a prototypical case of withholding advice in the database, illustrates the supervisor’s 
withholding advice as encouraging the student to work independently. This interaction, coming 
from a meeting between Julie and her two supervisors, Sam and Jon, occurs nearly at the end of the 
meeting after Jon has proffered positive comments on the student’s work of deconstructing 
frameworks into different areas to fit her own situation. The sequence begins with the student 
overtly asking the supervisor how many articles he thinks she should include for each of her areas 
which has received his positive feedback in the previously immediate turn.   
Example 4-8: “how many articles” g1m6 (1:04:55-1:05:38) 
441 Julie:  so do you think; how many articles should 
442         I put he:re? for my each area? ((smiling)) 
443         (1.1) 
444 S-Jon:→ well, I don’t kno:w; (0.4) e:r; (2.0) we o:ften tell  
445         people that; the review of the literature probably  
446         should have so:mewhere between (1.2) two: and four  
447         hundred a:rticles. 
448         (2.3) 
449 Julie:  but it’s for the; comple:te a:h; thesis?  
450         (0.7) 
451 S-Jon:  yes. for the complete thesis. (0.7) so:; so:; so:; (0.7)  
452         e:rm; (0.3) I mean the main thing; the main thing is-is  
453         to start reading in some of these areas. (0.5) I don’t  
454         know; here’s some books I have on bilingualism I don’t  
455         know whether a:ny of them are any use at a:ll? 
456 Julie:  yes; can I borrow them? 
 
Julie self- repairs from seeking Jon’s opinion do you think (line 441) to asking an overt question 
about the number of articles she should include for each of the areas that she has been trying to 
frame how many articles should I put here for my each area (line 441-442). In asking this question, 
Julie establishes a gap in knowledge between participants, treating Jon as able to provide an answer 
(Keevallik, 2011). Julie’s question makes an answer of the number of articles next relevant action, 
positioning Jon as an expert.  
In response, Jon withholds an answer with the expression well, I don’t know (line 444) after a long 
pause (line 443). Jon then moves from addressing Julie’s specific question about her own thesis to a 
pedagogical strategy of talking about theses in general. In doing so, he refers to people in general 
instead of students we often tell people that the review (lines 444-445). By using people Jon refers 
to whoever does research or academics rather than only students. He also mentions a complete 
thesis has a large literature review two and four hundred articles (line 446-447).  
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Upon receiving Jon’s response, Julie seeks confirmation of her understanding of the kind of thesis 
referred to by Jon but that’s for the complete ah thesis (line 449). In doing so, Julie displays her 
pursuit of an answer to her question of the number of articles that she should use for each of her 
study areas. In response to Julie’s confirmation seeking, Jon says yes (line 451). He then voluntarily 
proffers a piece of advice I mean the main thing the main thing is to start reading in some of these 
areas (lines 452-453). Instead of answering Julie with the number of articles as projected by Julie’s 
question as next relevant action, Jon is orienting to teaching Julie about how to start reading 
relevant literature, which is an essential research skill for a novice to acquire. In doing so, Jon is 
orienting to the institutional role of a supervisor – teaching students how to read relevant literature.  
Jon once again prefaces his recommendation about some books that he has, with the expression I 
don’t know (line 453-454). With the preface I don’t know, he appears to be uncertain whether the 
books he has are useful for Julie or not. He, therefore, encourages Julie to read more and leaves 
room for Julie to work out the usefulness of those books. In other words, it can be seen that Jon is 
developing Julie’s autonomy by encouraging her to work independently through choosing the right 
reading materials for research and this is an important research skill for any PhD student.    
The examination of the withholding sequence in the above example demonstrates that while the 
student asks the question specifically related to their studies, the supervisor orients their responses 
to general knowledge. In designing their responses in this way, they present their responses to the 
question for advice in the form of information giving, creating an opportunity for student 
development in terms of thinking. The information given is general research knowledge that is 
useful for students to apply in their own research study.  
In some other sequences, the supervisors overtly clarify students’ responsibility and this constitutes 
the act of withholding advice. Example 4-9 illustrates this strategy. Jon, besides explicitly 
displaying he is not in a position to answer Julie’s question, tells and encourages Julie to make her 
own decision on removing elements related to the issue of bilinguals’ use of language and 
interaction.  
Example 4-9: “do you think so” g1m6 (19:12-22:10) 
263 Julie:  a:h; one. one of the reasons that I remove this 
264         element?  
265 S-Jon:  mm hm?  
266 Julie:  is that I think because of the factors? 
267 S-Jon:  mm hm? 
268 Julie:  it influences on bilingual’s u:se of la:nguage?  
269 S-Jon:  mm hm,  
270 Julie:  and their way of interaction? 
271 S-Jon:  mm, 
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272 Julie:  so:; I don’t think this- this necessa↓ry. 
273         (0.7) 
274 S-Jon:  ↑okay. Well;   
275 Julie:  do you think so? (1.2) 
276 S-Jon:→ well I mean I don’t; I don’t kno:w; that’s what you  
277          need- tha:t’s what you need to decide. (1.5) So:; you-  
278          you- you: ma:y, (0.6) you may decide that this isn’t  
279          necessary. 
280          (1.2) 
281 Julie:  yes so [I will] 
282 S-Jon:→        [an so;] an so; an so; but then you need; then  
283         you need to think about (0.4) ho:w do these things then  
284         appea:r; (0.8) you know within these, (0.6) some of these  
285         things appea:r within these factors. (1.8) that’s all.  
286         (2.5) 
287 S-Jon:  so:; whenever somebody; whenever somebo:dy; (0.6) else  
288         looks at something, o:ften they will see a little bit  
289         di:fferently. 
290         (0.6) 
291 Julie:  yes. 
292 S-Jon:  so:; I’m just- (0.4) I’m just rea:cting to what I’ve seen  
293         here. (0.8) what I’m sa:ying is that (0.6)I-I think this  
294         is; this is really good. you’ve gone throu:gh, and done  
295         this ana:lysis, you’ve come up with (0.8) your o:wn  
296         analysis, which looks at this, I:’ve had a look at it and  
297         I’ve said we:ll; (0.7) to me: anyway based on- an you  
298         remember this is in ou:tline fo:rm, and you’ve been doing  
299         much more rea:ding and so forth about this than I have,  
300         (0.5) but; (0.5) you know; (0.5) I’m not clea:r whe:re  
301         this (1.2) u:se; sort of fa:ctor comes in; are these  
302         ba:ckground? (0.3) or do these include bo:th background  
303         and- (0.5) and use? (0.4) and if so:; ho:w; >you know;<  
304         ho:w do those appear in these; i- in these fa:ctors.  
305         (0.8) and; (0.2) these then need to be rela:ted to the:;  
306         (0.8) >you know< in terms of the revie:w of the  
307         li:terature¿ however you structure these, these then  
308         nee:d to be related to: the various stu:dies (0.6) that  
309         you’re looking at. (1.8) so:; (0.5) this be:gins to be,  
310         (0.4) >you know;< (0.5) leading to:; yeah; (0.4) some  
311         sort of a: (0.3) an overall statement, of what you have  
312         fou:nd he:re; (0.3) and the:n a series of research  
313         que:stions.  
314         (0.2) 
315 Julie:  mm:. 
316         (0.3) 
317 S-Jon:  alright? 
318         (0.7) 
319 S-Jon:  so:; (0.3) you know, (0.3) e:r; again I think this is  
320         (0.3) much be:tter in terms of you’re beginning to  
321         conce:ptualize; what this study, 
322         (1.0) 
323 Julie:  yes; 
324 S-Jon:  er:; might look like¿ (0.8) through some of the rea:ding  
325         and things that you’ve been doing. 
326 Julie:  ˚mm.˚ 
327         (1.3) 
328 Julie:  ˚okay˚. (0.5) I mean; (1.5) I mean I will. (1.5) [(    )] 
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329 S-Jon:                                                   [so so ]  
330         so what I’m saying i:s if you don’t think those be:long  
331         there that’s okay. (0.7) right? 
332         (0.3) 
333 Julie:  ˚’s alright.˚ 
334         (0.2) 
335 S-Jon:→ because I:’m not; I- I’m not the one I’m not the one who’s  
336         the expert; in this area.((gazing at Julie,smiling))  
337         right? (1.1) you: are the one who’s deve:loping the ideas  
338         and so forth. (0.4) I’m (0.4) rea:cting to to what you  
339         have; 
340 Julie:  yeah 
341 S-Jon:  what you ha:ve here. 
 
What can be seen in the way Jon talks to Julie is that he keeps encouraging Julie to think about 
research-related issues while providing expert knowledge or information as input to help her to 
make decisions. Julie initiates the sequence by telling the reason she leaves out one element related 
to the research (lines 263-270) and she expresses her opinion about that so I don’t think this this 
necessary (line 272). Jon acknowledges this with Okay. Well (lines 274). Julie goes on seeking 
Jon’s opinion by explicitly asking do you think so? (line 275). In asking this, Julie downgrades her 
epistemic rights and at the same time elicits Jon’s epistemic authority to the idea she has put 
forward.  
After a long pause of 1.1 seconds (line 275), Jon responds with hesitation well I mean I don’t I 
don’t know that’s what you need that’s what you need to decide (lines 276-277). In saying I don’t 
know, Jon refuses to express his alignment or misalignment with Julie’s idea of leaving one element 
which is not clearly mentioned in the extract. He rejects the epistemic authority that Julie elicits and 
reserves it to Julie. I don’t know might also be seen as a preface to that’s what you need to decide 
(line 277). Jon explicitly tells Julie that the decision on this is within Julie’s epistemic domain, thus 
emphasising Julie’s responsibility to decide whether or not to include that element. Besides, this 
might be viewed as a strategy that Jon employs to encourage Julie to make her own decision, which 
assists Julie to gradually become an independent researcher.  
When Jon completes his turn at line 279, Julie takes up his turn, displaying her alignment with Jon 
with yes (line 281) and she seems to talk about what she will do so I will (line 281) which is in 
overlap with Jon’s beginning of his new turn (line 282). Jon continues his previous turn which is 
recognisably complete at line 278-279 you may decide that this isn’t necessary. What is noticeable 
here is that though Jon says you need to decide (line 277), he moves on explaining what Julie needs 
to think about but then you need then you need to think about how do these things then appear (lines 
282-284). Jon then assesses Julie’s current work (lines 293-299), raises some issues that Julie needs 
to consider (lines 300-303) and gives guidance on the need to relate factors in the background to the 
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various studies that Julie is reviewing (lines 304-307). In saying this, Jon encourages Julie to 
develop thinking, becoming independent in figuring out the answers to her problems and making 
her own decisions. Jon tends to encourage Julie to develop thinking rather than provide explicit 
confirmation for her requests.  
Jon reformulates what he has mentioned earlier what I am saying is if you don’t think those belong 
there that’s okay (lines 330-331). He seeks Julie’s alignment with right? (line 331). He then 
provides an account for what he has said because I’m not I’m not the one I’m not the one who’s the 
expert, in this area. right? (lines 335-337). What Jon says here illustrates the point that supervisors 
are not always experts in the field that students are studying for their PhD. In doing so, Jon reverts 
the responsibility of developing the ideas to conduct the research to Julie. Jon’s consistency in 
clarifying Julie’s responsibility is evident in this turn and his previous turn at lines 276-277 when 
Jon rejects the epistemic responsibility Julie elicits. What Jon does here might reflect the claim that 
institutional settings require a balance between advisees’ autonomy and self-directedness and 
advice givers’ expert perspectives (Vehviläinen, 2009b).  
Jon at the same time points out clearly the role of Julie in developing the research when he says in 
the same turn you are the one who’s developing the ideas and so forth. I am reacting to to what you 
have (337-339). In saying this, Jon again emphasises the role of supervisor in providing feedback 
on Julie’s ideas and work. Observation of the interaction following the talk in this example indicates 
that Julie takes up the opportunity provided from Jon’s withholding advice and voluntarily proposes 
the two elements she think she should write. In addition, she self-selects to move on to other issues 
including the second research question, the length of the literature review chapter and the need to 
link different ideas presented in the course of making an argument for the thesis. All of Julie’s 
initiations are motivated by Jon’s act of withholding advice in the beginning of the interaction 
presented in the Example 4-7. This creates a further impact on the outcome of the meeting when, 
later in the meeting, Julie proposes about constructing the introduction chapter and Jon explicitly 
acknowledges that Julie starts to get an idea of conceptualizing what the thesis looks like. 
The analysis of withholding advice sequences demonstrates that withholding advice is employed as 
a pedagogical tool to develop student thinking. Withholding advice was investigated in the context 
of academic counselling encounters (He, 1994; Keating & He, 1991). In Keating & He’s study 
(1991), counsellors withhold personal opinions and judgments to develop students’ capacity to 
make their own decisions and pass judgments. He (1994) points out that the practice of withholding 
information or opinion reconstructs the university institutional order.   
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In this study, to withhold advice, the supervisors tend to preface the response with the vocal marker 
“well” followed by the so-called “no-knowledge” response “I don’t know” (Keevallik, 2011, p. 
184) and then expand with accounts. The issue of claiming no knowledge in responsive turns has 
been investigated in different institutional interactions (Clayman, 2002; Drew, 1992; Hutchby, 
2002). For example, claims of no knowledge have been deployed as a tool to work around sensitive 
issues, potential blame and responsibility in Drew’s (1992) and Hutchby’ (2002) study. As 
discussed above, “no knowledge” expressions function as a preface to a response oriented to 
withhold advice. The examination in withholding advice sequences shows that withholding advice 
is deployed for pedagogical purposes. This means that “no knowledge” expression is developed into 
a cooperative act (Keevallik, 2011). Thereby, this contributes to the research work of the issue of 
how speakers manage claims of knowledge by extending the research to the educational context of 
PhD supervision meetings. The finding of withholding advice act suggests that responses prefaced 
with “no knowledge” expressions can be developed into cooperative acts.  
4.2.5. Questioning  
Questioning has always been regarded as central to investigations of institutional discourse (Ehrlich 
& Freed, 2010). According to Stivers et al. (2011), a distinctive gap in knowledge, a distinctive 
epistemic gradient between questioner and respondent is established through the act of questioning. 
Professionals ask clients questions to accomplish a variety of tasks. This also applies to the 
supervision meetings in which the supervisors do question the students. The analyses show that they 
do this to invite the students to contribute to the talk. In doing so, the supervisors are open to the 
students’ ideas and thoughts and welcome their input.  
Prior to the interaction in example 4-10, Jon and Sam have read Julie’s written work that she 
handed in to them at the beginning of the meeting. This interaction is initiated by Jon’s question 
regarding the focus of Julie’s study. 
Example 4-10: “what would you say?” g2m3 (07:55- 08:35 )  
109 S-Jon:→ ↑okay. so:::; (7.3) what i:s, what would you sa:y¿ 
110         (1.2) the problem or the issue is, that the study 
111         the stu:dy is focus ing on? 
112         (3.3) 
113 Annie:  ahm- well, I think that- ahm- the EMI in (.) Vietnam 
114         hasn’t been a:hm- stu:died? and ahm- I I find  
115         that EMI has different approaches, and ahm-rationales 
116         in ↑different country, ahm- because it depends 
117         on the situation the the conte:xt of the EMI. so I 
118         think that by e:xploring the EMI in (1.2) in Vietnam 
119         I can ahm-ahm gain another dimension of of EMI in 
120         (1.6) in a new context¿ in different conte:xts¿ 
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121         (1.8) 
122 Annie:  and ahm- (2.5)I want to use the language 
123         in education (forming) and the agency: 
124         (0.5) to interview uhm the (0.5) >the the< 
125         different stakeholders: (0.5) related in the 
126         EMI: (0.5) to see how they understand the 
127         policy and (0.3) to compare with the imple- 
128         me:ntation, (0.7) of EMI in (1.1) in the 
129         university:. 
130         (3m; 31s.) 
131 S-Jon:  Mm::m (7.0) you’ve clearly done (0.5) a lot of (1.6)  
132         thi:nking and rea:ding.  
133 S-Sam:  ◦mm.◦ 
 
Jon first asks what is, but then he makes a self-repair, quickly reformulating the question without a 
minimal gap with what would you say (line 109-110). With the reformulation what would you say, 
putting you as the subject, Jon ascertains Annie’s full access to the knowledge of this domain – the 
problem or the issue of Annie’s specific study. Jon is orienting to Annie as the person who is 
developing the idea for the research. Jon consistently shows his orientation to the students’ 
authority of developing ideas for their research. Looking back at example 4-7, we can see in this 
case Jon explicitly says that the student is the one who is developing ideas for the thesis. In asking a 
question this way, Jon is inviting and encouraging Annie to talk and he is also welcoming her idea. 
This has become evident in Annie’s response after a longish pause of 3.3 seconds (line 112).  
Annie’s response does not simply state the problem but also provides an elaboration of the issue 
under examination. This can be found in Annie’s response at lines 113-129. Based on Annie’s 
response, Jon gives his assessment of Annie’s work: you’ve clearly done a lot of thinking and 
reading (lines 131-132). In addition, later in the conversation, Jon accounts for his suggestion that 
Annie needs to frame the research problem more clearly in his extended responses that are not 
shown in the transcript. Jon is resorting to questioning as a means to accomplish his task of helping 
students understand their problems.   
In the above example and others alike, the supervisors, by asking questions, provide the students 
opportunities to contribute to the interactions. Therefore, the supervisors encourage the students to 
think more independently, thus developing their autonomy. Basing on the students’ answers which 
involves demonstration of their knowledge and capability (see Example 5-11, Section 5.2.3), 
supervisors provide further explanation regarding the issues at hand. The examination of 
supervisors’ questioning, therefore, contributes to the understanding of questioning in this specific 
educational context which has received little attention despite the fact that questioning is considered 
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to be one of the main communicative practices of the institutional encounters (Tracy & Robles, 
2009).   
4.2.6. Balancing giving guidance and developing student autonomy  
In the previous sections, analysis has shown how the supervisors give guidance and factual 
information to the students (see Section 4.2.1) and how they develop the student autonomy through 
giving feedback with equivocation (see Section 4.2.2), providing several options or alternatives (see 
Section 4.2.3), withholding advice (see Section 4.2.4) and questioning (see Section 4.2.5). The close 
analysis also indicates that the supervisors enact a variety of actions in order to accomplish their 
supervisory tasks. They switch from this action to another, creating a delicate balance between  
giving guidance and developing student autonomy – one of the most challenging tasks for 
supervisors (Delamont et al., 1998; Manathunga & Goozée, 2007; Overall et al., 2011). In this 
section, I discuss how supervisors create a delicate balance between giving guidance and 
developing student autonomy and the import of this balance in achieving the outcome of the 
interaction.    
The interaction in example 4-11 occurs nearly at the end of an hour meeting between Annie and her 
two supervisors, Sam and Jon. We join the interaction when Sam proffers an equivocal suggestion 
on what Annie should do next.  
Example 4-11:  “probably a good idea” g2m3 (41:20-42:43) 
647 S-Sam:→ I thi:nk; (.) probably it’ll be good idea for 
648         you (.) to (3.2) >you know< we- we can see an overview  
649         of the: the first few chapters that you have, that you  
650         have planned, (0.3) can we now come back to the  
651         introductory chapter where you will have an argument.  
652         .hh can you, can you produce the first  
653         chapter, and (2.5) a- and send it to us and we will  
654         take a look at it. we need to settle the problem  
655         first.  
656 Annie:  ahm hum 
657 S-Sam:  and o:nce we have the- the problem, and that will  
658         allow us to move on to the other chapters. and  I  
659         think chapter two is not a, i- is not critical at this  
660         stage, s-  (0.6) [     if you,    ] 
661 Annie:                   [>That’s alright<] chapter two is, 
662 S-Sam:  not- not really critical at this stage.  
663 Annie:  okay  
664 S-Sam:→ .hh ahm so if we, we- we need to: (1.0) we need to  
665         (0.7) specify the problem clearly.    
666 Annie:  ahm 
667 S-Sam:  ah, a- and that will help us to: (0.3) go to the  
668         literature review and see: >you know< what kind of  
669         >you know< framework you would nee::d; and          
670         what kind of literature (0.7) particularly (proper  
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671         studies)you would, you need to look at. .hhh so: (0.3)  
672         .hh as we are trying to give you >you know< suggesting  
673         to you the kind of argument that you are  
674       → probably making,  
675 Annie:  ahm 
 
At line 647, Sam prefaces his suggestion with the epistemic downgrades “I think” and “probably” 
(Sidnell, 2011), making his suggestion on writing the first chapter equivocal. As such, Sam is 
leaving room for Annie to decide whether to accept the suggestion or not. In designing his turn this 
way, Sam orients to an epistemic asymmetry – choosing which thesis chapter to work on is Julie’s 
epistemic domain. Sam’s epistemic position changes at the end of the turn when he provides an 
account for his suggestion on writing the first chapter: we need to settle the problem first (lines 654-
655). With the use of the obligation modality “need”, Sam asserts his authority, orienting to his 
expert knowledge of research procedure. In so doing Sam switches from giving a suggestion with 
equivocation to giving guidance to Annie on the step of doing research – settle the problem first.  
Sam continues to talk about what comes next after settling the problem and that chapter two is not 
critical at this stage of the candidature I think chapter two is not critical at this stage (lines 658-
659). His turn is designed to downgrade his epistemic position with the use of I think. Its 
interactional effect is evident in Annie’s expression of alignment with Sam’s idea with that’s alright 
(line 661). After that, Sam reemphasizes the need to specify the problem of the research we need to 
specify the problem clearly (line 664-665).  
A relative epistemic position is displayed throughout the interaction. It can be seen that the switch 
from giving feedback with equivocation to giving guidance might be motivated by the issue under 
discussion. When it is something specific related to Annie’s thesis, Sam gives feedback with 
equivocation. When he comes to talk about the step of doing research – settle the problem first (line 
654-655) and specify the problem clearly (line 665) Sam switches to giving guidance. This pattern 
is a recurrent one in the corpus and is employed by supervisors to accomplish the balancing act of 
supervision: balancing giving guidance and developing student autonomy.  
Example 4-12 demonstrates how the supervisors switch from giving equivocal suggestions on 
carrying out a pilot study to giving guidance on the requirement for a method to conduct the study.   
Example 4-12: “pilot?” g1m7 (36:48-38:28) 
76 S-Jon:→ er:::m; (1.5) it (0.6)it certainly 
77         would be::; (0.4)↑I think it would 
78         be very useful, if you were able 
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79         to collect some; (1.5) pilot study 
80         da:ta¿  
81 S-Sam:  ◦mm↓◦ 
82         (0.2) 
83 S-Jon:  that that wa::s (0.7) rela:ted to::; 
84         (2.0) >◦I don’ know◦< 
85 S-Sam:  all these issues (maybe)[↑asking] 
86 S-Jon:                          [↑some  ]> 
87       → some some some < .hhh I-I don’t kno:w, 
88         (0.3) 
89 S-Jon:  some some bibliographies or 
90         (0.9) tsk ↑I mean that’s pa:rt of what 
91         we need to think about.  
92         (0.9) 
93 S-Jon:  but (.) e:r if that could be do:ne 
94         (0.4)this yea:r¿ (0.6)while(0.3)there 
95         are some people there that (.) 
96         you kno:w (.)you 
97         could (0.6) that you could  
98         <co:ntact>, that- tha:t would be: 
99       → (2.0) I think that would be he:lpful; 
100         (.)in (1.0)in actually fra:ming your study? 
101         (2.2) 
102       → maybe¿(.)I-I >don’t know< 
103         (0.3) 
104 Julie:  pi:lot? 
105         (0.4) 
106 S-Sam:  that’s right, yea:h .hh (0.2) doing some  
107         (2.6)preliminary investigation. 
108         (1.6) 
109 Julie:  but befo:re (.) I do that, I should prepare the  
110         method? 
111         (2.2) 
112 S-Jon: →we:ll you need the method, you nee:d 
113         the method for the pilot study. and 
114         thi:nking about; what you might learn from 
115         that, that would then contribute to the methodo- 
116       → yeah; so you need to have  
117         so:me; at least general notions of  
118         method; methodology; that’s why  
119         I say it’s too early at the moment; 
120         perhaps to: to think about that. but 
121         certainly we c- certainly tha:t might be (1.5)a very 
122         useful wa:y; (1.0) a very useful way, to go.  
123         and (0.6) would (0.4) would allo:w you to:; build 
124         up the study empirically. 
125 S-Sam:  yeah 
126 S-Jon:  if you like, you have some evidence, 
127         and then from that, you can you know 
128         move on to the ne:xt. 
129 Julie:  so; how can I do a pilot? now because 
130         (1.0) actually I can contact them by phone, 
131         not al of them. (1.0) two or three, (2.3)  
132         or four (women) 
133         (1.2) 
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At the beginning of the sequence, Jon continues his suggestion of collecting pilot data it it certainly 
would be I think it would be very useful if you were able to collect some pilot study data (lines 76-
80). In launching this turn, Jon displays his knowledge of building up a research project, 
specifically of collecting pilot data. At the same time, he defers the epistemic authority over 
conducting the pilot data collection to Julie through the combination of the use of the espitemic 
downgrade I think (line 77) and if you were able to (lines 78-79).  
He then goes further, talking about specific issues that the student, Julie, might consider in her pilot 
study, Jon switches to giving suggestions with equivocation through the expression I don’t know 
(line 84). At line 87 I don’t know is used as a preface to his suggestion for some some 
bibliographies (line 89). As a result, Jon creates Julie an opportunity to become involved in making 
the decision about what the data should be related to. 
A change in epistemic stance emerges at lines 98-99 when Jon mentions the usefulness of a pilot 
study that would be helpful in actually framing your study (line 99-100). By pointing out the time 
relevant for collecting pilot study data and the reason for doing it, Jon displays his knowledge about 
doing research. He continues to take a knowing stance in his next turns while clarifying the 
necessity of the method for the pilot study at lines 112-113, exerting his epistemic authority with 
the use of the obligation modal “need”. In doing so, Jon is imparting knowledge to Julie and giving 
guidance as well. 
It can be seen that downgrading suggestion helps to enact the role of the supervisor in providing 
guidelines, leaving Julie room to decide on whether to accept or reject the suggestion. This has been 
proven to be important in supervision practice as it helps research students to gain skills and 
knowledge from supervisors and at the same time develop their autonomy, thus becoming an 
independent researcher. This is in line with the need to balance advisees’ autonomy and self-
directedness and advice givers’ expert perspectives (Vehviläinen, 2009b).  
The delicate balance created in this interaction is proved to work in Julie’s uptake at line 129 when 
Jon’s turn reaches its completion. The so-prefaced initiator shows that Julie’s turn arises from 
Julie’s understanding of the supervisors’ previous turn. In launching this turn, Julie furthers the talk 
about conducting the pilot study, taking up the opportunity provided by the supervisors. Later on 
the interaction, Julie keeps initiating seeking advice while demonstrating their knowledge of the 
issues under discussion and this is examined in detail in Example 5-7 as an example to demonstrate 
the student’s taking responsibility for their study.  
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This section has shown the complexity and flexibility of how the supervisors balance giving 
guidance and developing student autonomy when supervising the students at the PCS. Actions 
performed to develop student autonomy include giving feedback with equivocation, providing 
several options or alternatives, withholding answers, and questioning. These actions are performed 
in balance with giving guidance and factual information aiming at developing students into 
independent researchers. The analysis shows that developing student autonomy is a pedagogical 
practice in supervision meetings which has a crucial role in the development of students. 
The turn-by-turn analysis of the interaction between supervisors and students has pointed out how 
supervisors provide feedback at certain times in the interactions. The detailed sequential analysis 
points out that when and why guidance is provided at such moments and its impact on the progress 
of the students’ research. It highlights that, at the early stage of the candidature, guidance and 
factual information are provided on issues that fall within supervisors’ epistemic domains such as 
design of a pilot study and content of main thesis chapters. When it comes to issues that are specific 
to students’ thesis, for example, specific questions for survey, questionnaire, or the amount of time 
for writing a section in the literature review, supervisors step back and give feedback with 
equivocation. The analyses have shown they do this to create opportunities for the students to get 
engaged in the interaction. In addition, the supervisors flexibly switch between giving directive 
feedback, factual information and giving feedback with equivocation or withholding advice. 
Thereby, the examinations of the interactions in the study can help to correct the misperceptions 
among students about supervisors’ roles in the sense that it accounts for why supervisors do not 
give directive feedback or for the sake of the development of students into independent researcher. 
This  study, therefore, to some extent, bridges the mismatch of expectations between supervisors 
and students as found in Wang and Li’s study (2011) that supervisors expected to empower the 
student to continue the research independently, but the student blamed her supervisor for not being 
helpful in “locating references”, “providing clear feedback” or “keeping promises” (p.107). These 
students regard their supervisors as the authority who should provide quick solutions to their 
problems and expect supervisors to tell them exactly what to do.  
4.3. Supervisors’ actions at the Thesis Review Stage (TRS) 
It can be seen in the data that the supervisors are oriented to carrying out the challenging task of 
supervision when supervising the students at the two stages of the candidature. This section looks at 
the actions and strategies performed by the supervisors through interaction with an orientation to the 
goal of supervision of developing students into independent researchers when supervising the 
students at the TRS.  
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Unlike in the meetings between the students at the PCS and their supervisors where the direction, 
guidance or advice seems to centre on the issues of how to structure a review of literature, what the 
students need to do in relation to research approaches, and how to frame a research topic, in cases 
of the meetings between supervisors and students at the TRS, the issues centre mainly on how to 
express a specific idea, what is a better word choice or in which chapter should some specific  
information go in. The reason for the occurrence of such issues in the later stage of candidature 
might be because of the existence of the actual thesis. At this stage, in these meetings, the 
supervisors and students mostly spend time working on the draft theses. Therefore, most of the 
discussed issues emerge from the draft thesis and are quite different from those arising at the PCS 
where the actual thesis is still non-existent. The topics or issues discussed at the PCS are mostly 
related to developing research skills and abilities necessary for the development of the students as 
independent researchers. Most of the topics or issues discussed at the TRS are in relation to writing 
matters including stylistic matters or research findings which are not within the supervisors’ 
epistemic domains.  
This section first presents how the supervisors give feedback with equivocation (see Section 4.3.1). 
In addition to giving feedback with equivocation, another primary action performed by the 
supervisors at the TRS is providing several options or alternatives (see Section 4.3.2). Finally, it 
discusses the cases when the supervisors balance giving guidance and developing student autonomy 
(see Section 4.3.3).  
4.3.1. Giving feedback with equivocation  
The data show that giving feedback with equivocation is the most noticeable action performed by 
the supervisors when supervising the students at the TRS. Unsolicited feedback is more common 
than solicited feedback and this might be due to the fact that the meetings at the TRS centre on 
going through the supervisors’ written feedback on the students’ draft theses. The issues addressed 
in these cases tend to be more specifically related to the students’ theses such as a small grammar 
point, word choice or revisions in a certain part of the theses, for example the length of the 
introduction part of a chapter. The supervisors resort to different expressions including 
epistemically downgraded expressions such as “I am not sure”, “I have a feeling”, or “I don’t 
know” to convey their epistemic positions through which they provide feedback with equivocation. 
In some other cases, they use modality such as “possibly” or “maybe”. The following five 
examples illustrate how feedback is given with equivocation to the students by the three supervisors 
in three different supervisory groups at the TRS (see Section 3.3).   
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In example 4-13, the interaction occurs at the beginning of a supervision meeting between Karen, a 
student at the TRS and Jane, her supervisor. In this meeting, Jane and Karen are going through 
Karen’s draft thesis. Jane has made comments on Karen’s draft already and initiates them along the 
meeting. In this interaction, the issue discussed concerns splitting an infinitive.  
Example 4-13: “check it” g6m3 (00:56-02:15)  
20 S-Jan:  cool ↑no::w; a:hm; (.)so:, I like what you did >with  
21         the first sentence< here; with the increasing,  
22         (0.7) 
23 S-Jan:→ but I have a feeling that if you put the  
24         increasingly there; you split an infinitive. 
25         (0.6) 
26 S-Jan:→ I’m not sure if that’s what it’s called. 
27         (1.4) 
28 S-Jan:→ but I have a feeling that, increasingly being 
29         placed. (0.9)is the correct wa:y of saying it,= 
30         rather than being increasingly (0.4) placed. 
31         (1.2) 
32 S-Jan:  I don’t think, if you [put it in between,] 
33 Karen:                        [ yea:h I thi:nk   ]= 
34 S-Jan:  =in the sentence. 
35 Karen:  I get confu:sed at this one myself as we:ll, I 
36         always have to go and check it. (1.3) I’ll ↑check it? 
37 S-Jan:  ↑okay.  
38 Karen:  this weekend? I have a fee:ling (1.1) if I could  
39         explain it well I would. (5.2)((closing her eyes)) 
40 S-Jan:  ((gazes at Karen)) 
41 Karen:  yea:h I’d have to kno:w exactly how to explain >like  
42         the< adjectives, nouns, pronouns, etcetera, and I  
43         really really suck at that; so,= 
44 S-Jan:  =yeah 
45 Karen:  okay I’ll check it. [    heheheheheh    ]  
46 S-Jan:                      [cool cool yeah yeah] 
 
Jane initiates the sequence with a positive assessment of Karen’s writing at lines 20-21 I like what 
you did with the first sentences here with the increasing. Jane points out specifically what makes 
she likes here; with the increasing. A gap of 0.7 emerges. Jane continues her turn with the 
contrastive conjunction but (line 23), projecting something problematic is coming up.   
What is interesting in this extract is the way Jane proffers her comments on a grammatical point- 
order of adverb and auxiliary. She does it with equivocation. She uses but I have a feeling that twice 
at lines 23 and 28. This expression is orienting the assessment to be framed from Jane’s perspective, 
making clear that this is Jane’s comment, and not others’. Instead of giving direct comments on 
what Karen writes being increasingly placed (line 30) she says increasingly being placed is the 
correct way (line 29). She also prefaces her comment with the use of I am not sure (line 26), I don’t 
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think at line 32. As such, Jane’s turn is designed to downgrade her assertion, taking into account and 
accommodating Karen’s perspective (Stivers et al., 2011).  
In doing so, Jane is getting Karen involved in the interaction. This is evident in Karen’s reaction to 
Jane’s comment in the next following turns. She expresses that she also gets confused at the point in 
question. The use of as well (line 35) is really noticeable here. With the use of as well, Karen is in 
an aligning move with Jane.  In this respect, to some extent, Karen claims to have epistemic rights 
over her thesis. This becomes clearer in the rest of her turn at line 36 when she says I always have 
to go and check it. By saying this, Karen ascertains her epistemic responsibility of checking writing 
expressions used in her thesis to ensure the good quality. This might, to some extent, reflect the 
growing independence of students at the TRS. After a gap of 1.3 seconds, she re-confirms I’ll check 
it (line 36), displaying a strong sense of responsibility and ownership of the thesis. What is to be 
noted here is that in confirming I’ll check it (lines 26 and 45), Karen displays her orientation to the 
ownership of the thesis since she is taking responsibility for doing the work of correcting here. Her 
sense of responsibility and ownership of thesis is receipted by Jane evidenced in Jane’s tokens cool 
cool yeah yeah (line 46) uttered in overlap with Karen’s laughter at the end of her turn in line 45 
and this makes the feedback giving and responding sequence to close.  
A closer examination of Karen’s reaction to Jane’s feedback in this instance might suggest that 
hedges including I have a feeling that (lines 23 and 28), I don’t think (line 32), and I’m not sure 
(line 26) employed by Jane help to alert Karen to a potential mistake. In so doing, Jane provides 
feedback in such a way that assists students to preserve and enhance their autonomy and self-
directedness. This works well in this specific case, which is evident in Karen’s response by 
confirming I’ll check it (lines 36 and 45).  
In the next example which is also taken from the same meeting with example 4-8, the supervisor’s 
suggestion of using the word enculturate is demonstrated. In the talk leading to this interaction, the 
supervisor, Jane, has commented on the flow of ideas and the content of one sentence in the 
student’s draft thesis. At lines 456-457, Jane makes a suggestion with equivocation in relation to 
which word might be more appropriate I wonder if perhaps to enculturate might be more 
appropriate at the end of that sentence.  
Example 4-14: “to enculturate” g6m3 (16:42-17:24)   
449. S-Jan:  ahm; (1.1)so, in ↑tha:t particular case, it wa:s 
450.         sharing their experiences to highlight the 
451.         relevance of what the students were gaining experience  
452.         in. 
453. Karen:  uhm↓ hm? 
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454. S-Jan:  mo:re so than to excite. 
455.         (1.3) 
456. S-Jan:→ I wonder if perhaps to encu:lturate (0.8) mi:ght be 
457.         more appropriate at the end of that sentence. 
458.         ((looks at the student)) 
459.         (2.0) 
460. Karen:  ↑okay. 
461.         (1.8) 
462. S-Jan:  or maybe, now that I’ve said it was actually  
463.         about; >you know< to do a bunch of things. 
464.         (0.6) 
465. S-Jan:  to enculturate? to motivate? (0.6) ↑and, simply to 
466.         demonstrate the r-relevance of what they are 
467.         lea:r↓ning. 
468.         (1.1) 
469. S-Jan:→ maybe; it is a, multiple part things.= 
470. Karen:  =uhm↓ 
471.         (1.3) 
472. S-Jan:  hh and that’s  
473.         (1.0)  
474. S-Jan:→ I think that fits.   
 
Jane here uses a number of hedges and epistemic downgrades: I wonder if, perhaps, and might be 
(line 456), might be (lines 456), maybe (lines 462 and 469) and I think (line 474). The combination 
use of these words makes Jane less committed to the suggestion of using the verb to enculturate 
(line 456). The suggestion is, therefore, proffered with equivocation, thus orienting to Karen’s 
epistemic authority over the decision to use the word enculturation. As a result, Jane leaves more 
room for Karen to decide whether or not she will use the word enculturate.  
It can be seen that the issue discussed in this interaction – word choice – is a stylistic matter which 
is not in Jane’s epistemic domain. This might account for why Jane provides her suggestion with 
equivocation. It is different from the cases in which the supervisors provide guidance and factual 
information (see Section 4.2.1).  
Following is an example illustrating the supervisor’s suggestion provided with equivocation in 
relation to the introductory part of the findings chapter. This example is taken from a meeting with 
Karen with another supervisor, Ann. The effect of giving suggestions with equivocation is seen in 
the student’s initiative and engagement in collaboratively working out the issue.  
Example 4-15: “the part about the context” g7m1 (17:17-18:30)  
 
 
257 S-Ann:  Yeah so (I’ve got the section) in a few places. 
258         (0.2)  
259 Karen:  Yep. 
260         (0.4) 
261 S-Ann:  A:h that’s fi:ndings. (3.4) e:r; just wondering if you  
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262       → needed a bit more discussion of what’s actually, 
263         (0.2)  
264 Karen:  ↑Y::ah;  
265         (0.2) 
266 S-Ann:  What these guys are rea:lly sa:ying¿ 
267         (0.9) 
268 Karen:  ◦So this one,◦ 
269                  (3.0) 
270 Karen:  ↑Oh yea:h, ↑okay. yeah.  
271 S-Ann:  Maybe, 
272 Karen:  How did- [‘cos if it- ] 
273 S-Ann:→          [I don’t know] whether you’re thinking the  
274         length’s (0.7) about right too lo:ng too short or what  
275         but, 
276         (6.0) 
277 S-Ann:→ I-I [ it just seemed  like ] it needed a little= 
278 Karen:      [Mm: well it certainly,]  
279 S-Ann:  =bit, mo::re¿ but;  
280        (0.3) 
281 Karen:  I think >if it’s the< major conclu:sion? 
282         (0.3) 
283 S-Ann:  Yeah yeah; 
284 Karen:  Cos I’ve got an exa:mple of one of them, 
285         (0.2)  
286 S-Ann:  yeah yeah= 
287 Karen:  =but maybe >a little bit< mo:re from each of them, 
288 S-Ann:  yeah  
289 Karen:  I think the mai:n point the:re is that sure 
290         (0.5) it’s been done in other conte:xts¿  
291         but this is the first to ever do it in this  
292         co:n[text.  ] 
293 S-Ann:      [context] yeah=  
294 Karen:  =that’s the [mai:n poi:nt] there.   
295 S-Ann:              [ main  point] 
 
Just prior to where the extract starts, Ann and Karen have worked on Ann’s comment on revising 
the introduction of the findings chapter. At the beginning of the sequence at lines 261-262, Ann 
shifts her focus to the findings in Karen’s thesis, making a suggestion that she needs a bit more of 
discussion. In the following turn, Karen responds with the minimal token y::ah; (line 264) 
displaying her attention to what Ann is saying.  
Ann prefaces her suggestion with the expression I don’t know (line 273) towards whether Karen is 
thinking the length of the discussion in the section under discussion is too long or too short. By 
taking this unknowing stance, Ann distances herself from making a claim about what Karen is 
thinking. Ann continues her turn with it seemed like it needed a little bit more (lines 277-229). In so 
doing, Ann is orienting to Karen’s epistemic authority over the issue of expanding the discussion of 
the section of the thesis under discussion. As a result, this helps Ann to be in a position to give a 
comment with equivocation and invites Karen’s contribution to the interaction, voicing her own 
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idea. This becomes evident in Karen’s effort in trying to work out the main point of the discussion 
of the findings in the turns from line 281 onwards following Ann’s downgraded suggestion. It is 
Ann’s providing feedback with equivocation that motivates Karen’s efforts to point out the main 
point. Therefore, Ann’s comment may have been interpreted in a critical and reflective way with 
Karen assuming responsibility for her research (Wang & Li, 2011).  
It can be observed in this example that from the beginning of the interaction, participants co-
construct towards solving a problem. Demonstration of mutual understanding is spread throughout 
this interaction, culminating in the overlap at the close of the sequence. The supervisor’ giving 
feedback with equivocation enables the student not only to get engaged in the interaction but also to 
end up being in a position to work out the main point of the finding under discussion.    
In example 4-16, we look at an example illustrating how the supervisor’s suggestion on managing 
participants’ profiles is provided with equivocation. In the talk leading to the interaction, Emily, the 
student and Jon, the supervisor, have talked about the problem related to the profiles of research 
participants in Emily’s study. Jon raises the concern that they both have to think about, centering on 
the purpose of creating a profile. 
Consider,  
Example 4-16:  “a complete profile” g4m1 (00:24-02:33) 
 
23 S-Jon:  what we wa:nt to do at the end is to come up with. 
24         (0.7) e:r; (0.5) a really clear understanding of. (0.6) 
25         what the situation. (1.0) a:hm; that we are looking at 
26         in in the university is like and what the a:hm; and the 
27         issues; (0.8) e:r- that e:r; the: a:h; (2.7) that the;  
28         that the le:cturers you know in in their language  
29         teaching, (0.6)are are actual-are act are actually, are 
30         actually (faced by:); 
31         (1.1)  
32 Emily:  mmm (1.3) so: uhm- (1.0) like (1.5) when I try to do  
33         it. (0.7)like even the one that 
34 S-Jon:  mm 
35 Emily:  I put in there; 
36         (0.7) 
37 S-Jon:  mm.↓  
38 Emily:  it already took up; like; almost four pa:ges. 
39 S-Jon:  ↑ye:s. 
40         (0.5) 
41 Emily:  so if I do that with ↑twelve; 
42         (0.8)  
43 S-Jon:  ↑yes. Yes. So, (0.4) so so ahm-(0.3) so again, we have 
44         to think about ho:w can we (0.7) >I mean< the (0.7) the 
45         ↑purpose of this is to create (0.7) a profile fo:r; 
46         (0.7) the: for the university? (0.4) fo:r; (0.5) u:hm  
47         the:; (0.7) three faculties? and the ↑ro::le of. (1.2) er- 
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48         (0.5) the language courses within that.  
49         (0.5) 
50 Emily:  mhm; 
51 S-Jon:  and the ↑ro:les that (0.4) and the- the; and i:ssues that  
52         the:; (1.2) er-lecturers (0.5) play. (0.4) 
53       → ↑so (0.4) I-I’m not, (1.3) I’m ↑not sure 
54         that we need; (0.5) you know >sort of a< 
55         complete (0.6) profile (0.7)o:f you know each of each 
56         of the:; (1.7) of of each=  
57 Emily:  =of the items=  
58 S-Jon:  =of of of >you know< of of a complete profile of a 
59         particular individual. ↑but; (0.5)but rather; (3.0) 
60       → some pro-er-er perhaps some partial profiles, from 
61         different peo:ple; (0.4)a↑bout the particular  
62         (2.4) e:r; issues that that you are- saying a:re; 
63         (0.3)important to our- understanding of this. ↑what 
64         ki:nds of things are people bringing. 
65         (0.5) 
66 Emily:  ◦okay.◦ 
67         (2.0)  
68 S-Jon:  again I’m try:ing to conceptualize how can we get what  
69         we’re try- what are we trying to do in this chapter. (1.4)  
70         it seems to me we are trying to get a really good  
71         understanding of (0.5) ho:w (1.5) of the constraints of  
72         the system and how the system works. and how people are; 
73         (0.8)  
74 Emily:  are working in that [ system]  
75 S-Jon:                      [are are] are are trying are 
76         are trying to: work within that within that system.  
77 Emily:  ◦mmm;◦ 
78 S-Jon:  so that we have basis on which we can begin to look at 
79         at at the study;(0.7)and the wa:y that (0.7) e:r e:r 
80         (2.0) the way that we the way that we can begin so we 
81         have enough ↑background. so we can begin to look at 
82         the: (0.8)specific issue, that we want to look at 
83         within (0.5) er within the study. 
84         (1.8) 
85 Emily:  so what I can do is based on (0.4)the a:h; university 
86         profile. (0.6) bring up that issue (1.1) and then be 
87         selective of. (1.3) what I need to bring in.  
88         (1.0) 
89  S-Jon:  I ↑think so. 
 
At lines 51-56, Jon makes a suggestion on the options regarding the type of profiles that should be 
made, specifically whether a complete profile of a particular participant, an educator, or partial 
profiles of different ones are needed. Prefacing the suggestion with I am not sure (line 53), Jon 
appears to be uncertain of the suggestion. His suggestion is presented in an equivocal way through a 
combination use of some other hedges I’m not sure (line 53), sort of (line 54) and perhaps (line 60).  
As a result of giving an equivocal suggestion, Jon leaves room for Emily to become involved in 
working out the solution. Jon dissuades Emily from doing complete individual profiles in favour of 
doing partial profiles. However, by making an equivocal suggestion, Jon leaves the choice to Emily.  
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In the rest of the turn that Jon proffers his equivocal suggestion of considering partial profiles, he 
brings in Emily’s ideas at line 61-64, about the particular issues that that you are saying are 
important to our understanding of this what kind of things are people bringing. In incorporating 
Emily’s idea,  Jon is drawing upon student expertise – one of the experiences of supervision as 
teaching described by Bruce and Stoodley (2013). Emily expresses her acknowledgment of Jon’s 
suggestion with the token okay (line 66), bringing the sequence to its possible completion point. 
However, the sequence gets expanded as Jon continues to explain what he has been trying to 
conceptualize so far in the meeting.  
Emily produces a so-prefaced upshot (Raymond, 2004), displaying her understanding of Jon’s prior 
turns when his turns reach the possible completion point in line 83. This upshot marks a change in 
Emily’s epistemic position from being uncertain as expressed in line 41 to being in a position to 
propose her plan regarding the issue under discussion – dealing with participants’ profile (lines 85-
87).      
The analyses of sequential developments of giving feedback with equivocation have shown that the 
supervisors have a tendency of giving feedback with equivocation to the students at the late stage of 
candidature. The detailed analysis of the interactions has demonstrated how the supervisors and 
students collaboratively get involved in the talk. It can be seen that in most of these cases the 
students take up the opportunities provided by the supervisors when they step back, giving 
equivocal feedback. The students take up the opportunities, contributing to the interactions, and 
expressing their ideas, which ultimately enables them to be in a position to make their own 
decisions on their study and this will be discussed in more detail when the analysis moves to the 
students’ display towards independent in Section 5.3. As a result, the sequential trajectories led to 
immediate or clear outcomes. Thereby, giving feedback with equivocation is deployed by the 
supervisors as a tool to develop student autonomy and create floor for the students to exhibit their 
strong sense of ownership of the thesis.  
4.3.2. Providing several options or alternatives 
The supervisors provide the students with several options and choices when supervising the 
students at the TRS. This is similar to what the supervisors do in supervising the students at the 
PCS. However, the interactions at this late stage of the candidature are different from those at the 
PCS in the way the supervisor and the student interact.  
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Example 4-17 illustrates how Jon, the supervisor, alerts Emily, the student, to several options in 
dealing with her study’s participant profiles and chapter construction. In this interaction, Jon 
responds to Emily’s question using the expression “it depends” and “a number of different ways”.  
Example 4-17:  “one or two separate chapters” g4m1 (17:54- 20:10)  
 
376 Emily:  so so what wha:t do you think about (0.3)like  
377         when I wrote (0.4)about one educator I wrote 
378         (0.6)like (0.7) really detail(0.9)this this  
379         is one of ((turning several pages of her writing)) 
380         (0.2) 
381 S-Jon:  yeah 
382 Emily:  one of the participants that I’ve [sel]ected.  
383 S-Jon:                                    [Mmm] 
384  S-Jon:  Mm hm; 
385         (1.1) 
386  Emily:  do I need to be that deta:il. (0.9)or do I still  
387          need to be selective o:f (0.7)the i:ssues; 
388         (0.3) and I can see that (0.5) if I put everything 
389          here even this one is already (0.9)a la::rge chapter.  
390         (1.2) 
391  Emily:  and I cou:ld se:e that, (0.7) it might be e::r; 
392          might be er; (0.3)appro:priate; or might not be 
393          appropriate (0.5)for me to (1.0) break them  
394          [into two chapters.      ] 
395  S-Jon:  [well of course you uh of]  
396  S-Jon:  ((pointing at the student’s writing on the table, 
397          smiling))of course you (.) you have(1.4) you have 
398          relatively few words on a pa:ge. 
399  Emily:  mm:; ((smiling)) 
400          (0.5)  
401  S-Jon:  as well so; (1.0) but still; (0.9) a:hm; (2.1)no.↓  
402          (4.2) 
403  Emily:  well I could (0.3)I could [see   ] 
404  S-Jon:                            [I mean] there’re hhh 
405        → there are there are hh several different 
406          ways of going about it. and u:hm; (0.5)and (2.7) 
407          pa:rtially depends on what we are trying to 
408          do: with this cha:pter.(1.3) I think; (0.7) I think  
409          ((moving his hands up and down))the purpose of this  
410          chapter is trying to get (0.9) an overview; so it  
411          seems to me that perhaps the issu:es (1.9)the issues  
412          (2.1)are what are important mo:re than the- (0.8)  
413          more than the:(0.9) <individuals↑>?  
414  Emily:  (0.8) 
415  Emily:  mm ((nodding her head)) 
416  S-Jon:  is that  
417  Emily:  was[was ] 
418  S-Jon:     [does] that does that make sense?  
419  Emily:  for for all the twelve (0.5) all the twelve 
420          educato:rs?(0.5) or the; 
421  S-Jon:  WELL. 
422  Emily:  o:r; 
423         (3.0) 
424  S-Jon:  if if (2.2)YEAH I mean if we- if we are look- if we are 
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425          looking at- (1.8) so I-  
426          (1.1) 
427  Emily:  this is like after after (.) I describe 
428          all the twel:ve. (1.1) and then from there I  
429          ch-choo:se (0.4)like the six of them, (0.4) 
430          and I need also to indicate (1.1)why (0.4)these  
431          si::x; (1.1) 
432  S-Jon:  ((nodding his head)) 
433  Emily:  and after that, do I need to (1.0) put them in detail  
434          as <I’ve written;> (0.5)or sti:ll; (1.0) according to the 
435          issu:es but that would be repetitive isn’t it;  
436          [cause I’ve already;] 
437  S-Jon:  [  well yea:h; so:  ] so:; I mean e:r; (4.2)well 
438          ((putting his right palm on his forehead))I mean 
439          this this this rea:lly than gets down to the 
440          selection of the participants <doesn’t [it;]>= 
441  Emily:                                         [uhm] 
442  S-Jon:  = because the six are the; are your participants 
443  Emily:  Mhm; ((nodding her head)) 
444  S-Jon:  in your study.  
445  Emily:  Mhm; ((nodding her head)) 
446  S-Jon:  so:, (0.4) a:hm; (0.5) maybe maybe maybe we  
447          do nee:d (2.8) more (0.4) more detail about 
448          ◦the◦ participants(1.3) ◦of the◦ of the study.  
449          some some maybe maybe that in fact needs to be 
450          (3.3) almost a separate chapter.  
451  Emily:  Mm; (0.7) ((smiling)) yeah because I do have the interview 
452          after that. (0.5) that would follow. (1.5) the issues for   
453          raised from the questionnaire and (0.8)◦to the interview◦.  
454          yeah (3.7) I could see that, (0.4)there’s a possibility 
455          that, this becomes into two chapte:rs ((grinning)) but;  
456          (1.0) (           [    ]) 
457  S-Jon:                    [well] I mean you need to think 
458          alright about how ho:w ((moving his right hand bit 
459          by bit on the table)) ho::w does- how do we  
460          need to be looking at structuring the data in this chapter 
461          i- in the thesis. 
462  Emily:  mm 
463  S-Jon:  you know what are the cha:pters; what what  
464          the chapters potentially require.  
465          (1.3) 
466  Emily:  the last <[chapter]>  
467  S-Jon:            [so what] it’s in in that sense what is the   
468          purpose of this chapter. So ((coughing))(0.6) the: it  
469          seems to me that the (2.3) primary purpose of this is to 
470          set up (1.9) a: (0.8) a university faculty (0.8) e:r; 
471          (0.4) 
472  Emily:  ºEnglishº 
473  S-Jon:  English profile(.) which: (0.9)provides the conte:xt (2.1) 
474          fo:r (0.7)the:; (0.3)particular study that you ◦that 
475          that◦ you are doing. (0.9)and sets out,I think quite 
476          clearly the sort of the boundaries (.) that you’ll 
477          have (1.0)  have to nego:tiate and have to work within; 
478          and how do they how do they deal e:r; with those; with 
479          those particular boundaries.(2.0) and a:re there then  
480          issues in terms of (1.3) you know; is it possible to move;  
481          cro:ss some ◦of◦ some of these boundaries. because already  
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482          we can see: that there is a sugge:stion that there should  
483          be fro- from the faculties; right; that there somehow  
484          these courses should be: mo:re ali:gned. 
485  Emily:  ◦mmm◦ 
486  S-Jon:  with what is happening in the faculties. but that can only  
487          happen rea:lly if there is mo:re; (0.5) interaction 
488          between (0.7) the English staff and the faculty. and that  
489          is partly why:; partly ((coughing)) part of the issue that  
490          you’re; that you’re looking at; really; is >you know< is   
491          that (1.0)is that reasonable; is that po:ssible. 
492  Emily:  mmm hum. 
493          (6.3) 
518  Emily:  I think I’ll just (1.3)structure it the way it is at the  
519          moment and we’ll decide whether=  
520  S-Jon:  =yeah= 
521  Emily:  =it becomes two chapters or only one chapter.  
522  S-Jon:  yeah. I think so. 
 
The sequence starts with Emily asking for Jon’s advice on the amount of details she should put in 
one chapter and whether she should break the chapter she is working with into two. Emily delivers 
her advice seeking request in extended turns. In response to Emily’s request, after several 
acknowledgement tokens yeah (line 381), mm hm (line 384), Jon points out the fact that Emily has 
relatively few words on a page. He then defers his reply (line 404). Then he alerts Emily to the 
possibility of several options that she can think of there are several different ways of going about it 
(lines 405-406) and partially depends on how we are trying to do with this chapter (lines 407-408). 
There might be some reasons why Jon does not provide a specific suggestion or make a decision on 
the student’s issue of whether the details become two chapters or one. Jon might want to give 
ownership to the student, make Emily take decisions, or avoid telling Emily what to do specifically. 
This becomes evident towards the end of the sequence when Emily finally says proposes that she 
will just structure the chapter the way it is (line 518). 
Another explanation underlying this practice may be seen in the asymmetries in the type of 
knowledge that Emily and Jon orient to.  Emily is orienting to knowledge specifically related to her 
own research which can be seen in lines 386-394. Here Emily’s main concern is about constructing 
her thesis chapters. She mentions the possibility of breaking the chapter under discussion into two 
chapters. However, what she says in line 389 this one is already a larger chapter, suggests that she 
might base on the size of the chapter to divide the chapter. Meanwhile, Jon is orienting to expert 
knowledge of doing research by pointing the possibility of different options. In addition, he orients 
Emily to the fact that the division of chapters partially depends on the aim of the chapter.  
The interaction in this extract serves as a typical example of complicated, long sequences in which a 
problem is initiated by the student. Despite a long negotiation between the student and the 
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supervisor, the sequence is closed with the problem remaining unsolved. Thus, this examination 
may contribute to bridge the mismatch of expectations between supervisors and students that 
problems should be fixed or solved. Thus, it  does not support the model of supervision meetings 
proposed in Abiddin and West’s (2007a) study in which step 6 proposes that most of students’ 
problems should be solved by the end of the meeting.  
4.3.3. Balancing giving guidance and developing student autonomy  
The supervisors in the data exhibit orientations to accomplishing the challenging task of balancing 
giving guidance and developing autonomy while supervising students at both early and late stage of 
the candidature. In most of the cases where guidance is given, it is given in balance with equivocal 
suggestions. Two examples 4-18 and 4-19 will demonstrate this.  
In example 4-18, Jon, the supervisor, in response to the student’s (Emily) advice request, switches 
from giving guidance on the requirement of concise references to providing several options for 
doing it. Just prior to the interaction in the extract above, Jon has proffered a positive assessment on 
Emily’s work of pulling together some ideas. Emily then claims that what she has pulled together is 
actually from some documents. This leads to her concern at the beginning of the sequence in this 
extract at lines 131-133 so what I’m not sure about er writing data from document is do I need to 
reference each and every one. 
Example 4-18: “do I need to reference” g4m1 (4:50-6:07)   
131 Emily:  so what I’m not sure about, (1.0) e:r writing 
132         er data (0.5) from document is do I need to reference each  
133         and every o:ne, if that is so. because each and every one  
134         is from the document itself; I mean; (1.1) based on the 
135          e::r; evidence from the document; so:; (1.7) like, 
136         (0.6) 
137 S-Jon:  WELL, I mean (0.5) e::r- (1.7) ◦you◦ (0.5) you- 
138       → (0.6)i-it does need to be clear whe:re the information 
139         has come from. and that can be done in different 
140         wa:ys. 
141         (0.7) 
142  S-Jon:  a:h;- 
143          (3.7)  
144  S-Jon:  if it is go-if it is going to be too difficult to 
145          (1.5) e:r; (4.5) to put all of the references, (0.5) you 
146        → know, in (0.5) in the text it may be, it may be possible 
147          (0.5) e::r; to:; (0.4) to write an endnote or something 
148          like that. 
149 Emily:  mm 
150         (1.1) 
151 S-Jon:  where you say that, th-th-that (0.3) you know, 
152          (0.4)this is; (0.3) this; (0.5) this is how the; 
153          (0.4)this is ho:w this section was constructed. and 
154          these are the  documents that were drawn upon; and so 
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155          forth;= 
156 Emily:  =◦mm◦ 
157 S-Jon:  and where there a:re; (0.6) quo:tes; and things like   
158         that,then;  
159 Emily:  mmm;  
160 S-Jon:  you can refe:r to that perhaps; those can be  
161         refe:rred to. 
 
Emily raises the issue of referencing as problematic. Her turn is prefaced with I am not sure and 
produced through a few longish intra-turn pauses and self-repair. In this case, Emily overtly seeks 
advice for doing research from an expert and expects answerability from the recipient, Jon. As 
Emily resorts to I’m not sure (line 131) when raising this issue, she displays her lack of knowledge 
or uncertainty of one issue in doing research – how to reference properly. Emily is orienting to 
epistemic asymmetry between participants.  
Jon takes the floor at the moment when Emily seems to have difficulty explaining what she means 
(line 135). Jon’s turn is composed of several TCUs which can be further divided into two main 
parts. The first part addresses Emily’s concern it does need to be clear where the information has 
come from (lines 138-139) and the second one serves as a piece of advice suggesting that can be 
done in different ways (line 139-140), opening up several options, one of the strategies in building 
student autonomy (Overall et al., 2011). In addressing Emily’s concern, Jon uses his strong 
knowledge of research, particularly of writing references. He emphasises the need for the origin of 
information to be clear it does need (line 138). He says this without hedging. In so doing Jon is 
exerting his epistemic authority, providing guidance on the requirement of referencing. Jon, at the 
same time, ascertains his primary knowledge domain regarding proper referencing. This thus helps 
Emily to build her research skills. In the second part of the turn, Jon also displays his wide 
knowledge of dealing with referencing. Up to this point of the interaction, Jon treats Emily as 
needing expert help, giving guidance to Emily.  
As seen above, Jon also opens up several options for Emily regarding reference citations. When he 
moves on with one way to deal with references, he switches to a less knowledgeable stance it may 
be it may be possible to write an endnote or something like that (lines 146-148). This stance might 
be motivated by Jon’s orientation to the pedagogy of developing student development by leaving 
Emily room to make her own decisions. The stance switch taken by Jon in this case also serves as a 
tool for him to create a balance between giving guidance and developing student autonomy.  
It might be understood that the hedge may be (line 146) functions as a downgrade to the suggestion, 
making Jon’s suggestion equivocal. The suggestion is, therefore, presented as one among other 
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ways to deal with the issue of how to reference properly. In so doing, Jon elicits Emily’s epistemic 
authority to decide which way to reference. 
The interaction in example 4-19 occurs following the interaction in example 4-18. Unlike example 
4-18, in this example, Jon, the supervisor performs a balancing task within one turn deploying 
stance switch. In this extended turn, he is explaining the reason why Emily, the student and he may 
need to talk to the associate supervisor about the problem of referencing in Emily’s thesis chapter. 
The problem here is that they do not want the citations in her thesis to become overly dominant 
while the source of materials needs to be clear.  
Example 4-19: “explanatory paragraphs” g4m1 (7:32- 7:55)  
173 S-Jon:  a::h; (1.7) ↑but with (0.3) with s- (0.2) with 
174       → some things; (3.2) BUT; (0.3)the- i- it doe:s need to be 
175         clear where the material has come from. so:; (0.9)ahm; 
176       → (0.9)it (0.4) it may be possible to deal with that 
177         (0.3) at least in part; (0.7)from (2.0) er; (0.3)you  
178         know; in some sort of explanatory(0.9)paragraph. 
179 Emily:  ((gazing at Jon, nodding her head)) 
 
 
This multi-unit turn can be divided into three parts. The first part of the turn is the continuation of 
the previous turn. The second part repeats the need for the source of the material cited in the thesis 
to be clear, which was mentioned by Jon earlier in the meeting. In repeating this, Jon emphasises 
the need for referencing in writing a thesis it does need to be clear where the material comes from 
(lines 174-175). In saying this, Jon displays his epistemic authority and then gives clear message to 
Emily about the requirement of stating clearly the origin of the materials used in the research.  
It can be noticed that in this example, and in others like it, Jon does not resort to hedging when the 
issues under discussion concern the knowledge of doing research in general. He ascertains his 
epistemic access over this general knowledge, positioning himself as an expert researcher and at the 
same time treating the student as needing expert help. It is worth noting Jon’s last part of the turn 
when he moves to make a suggestion on referencing that is specifically related to the student’s 
thesis chapter it may be possible to deal with that at least in part from you know in some sort of 
explanatory paragraph (lines 176-178). The combination use of the epistemic downgrades may be, 
possible, and sort of conveys a change in Jon’s epistemic position. Jon steps back from the position 
of giving guidance to that of proffering an equivocal suggestion. This displays a relative epistemic 
position between Jon and Emily. Jon now repositions Emily as possessing a certain level of 
independence and being able to make her own decision about how to reference. In addition, Jon 
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orients to Emily's primary authority of her thesis. However, the outcome of the interaction is not 
revealed because of Emily’s non-verbal response to Jon’s equivocal suggestion – gazing at Jon and 
nodding which does not indicate whether she will accept and follow the suggestion or not.   
The same pattern of the achievement of the balancing act is seen in the next two examples in 
another differennt meeting from the supervisory group between Karen and Jane. The interaction in 
example 4-20 comes from a meeting between Karen and Jane, her supervisor. Jane initiated the 
sequence by raising one problem that she found in Karen’s draft thesis. The problem concerns 
Karen’s failure to refer to the dichotomy that she set up earlier in her thesis.  
Example 4-20: “the perceived dichotomy” g6m3 (12:57-14:56) 
353 S-Jan:  ahm(0.3)↑no:w (1.2) there i:s; (1.6) a disjunction. 
354         ((pointing to the thesis on the table)) 
355         (0.5)  
356 S-Jan:→ you have se:t this up with the:, it appea:rs  
357         there is a dichotomy,(0.7) we went to investigate the  
358         dichotomy. But, you never said, whether 
359         (0.9)((gazing at the student)) 
360         you found,(0.3) S-support fo:r, or, contradiction 
361         fo:r, the dichotomy.  
362 Karen:  ↑oka:y. 
363         (0.2) 
364 S-Jan:  what I thi:nk you’re saying, and, now; when >you’ve said 
365         it actually< to: me, is tha:t, all three groups agreed.  
366 Karen:  mm; it >comes out in< a discussion that there 
367         is no dichotomy, that the dichotomy that appears in 
368         the; literature.= 
369 S-Jan:  =↑alri:ght.  
370 Karen:  well the perceived dichotomy where students think 
371         everyone takes- the >tutors take a tu- 
372         teacher focused< approach; tutors think it’s a 
373         stu:dent focu[sed,] 
374 S-Jan:               [mm, ] 
375 Karen:  .hhh doe:sn’t actually exist. it’s that they don’t do  
376         either but no:body has bothered to take any 
377         ↑notice of this interacti:ve approa:ch. 
378 S-Jan:  ↑o:h okay. 
379 Karen:  ↑yea:h. 
380         (1.1)   
381 S-Jan:→ tha:t needs to come in here somewhere. 
382         (2.0)  
383 S-Jan:  hhh I: would sa:y; up the front. (0.6) the apparent 
384         division, wa:s further explored.(0.7) ↑Okay. The 
385         findings indicated that there was not so mu:ch a 
386         disco:rdance; in vie:ws, 
387         (1.1) 
388 S-Jan:  ↑but a:ctually, (1.3) a greyness.((hands moving 
389         around)) 
390         (1.7) 
391 S-Jan:  ahm, and its gonna take a couple of sentences,  
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392         to 
393 Karen:  mm hm?= 
394 S-Jan:  =put that in there. But, that needs to come in, 
395         and I think from the:re you can say, and this was 
396         actually; that, they did this, and they did this, 
397         and they did that. so, the rest of the sentence  
398         the paragraph is good. 
399         (0.8)  
400 S-Jan:→ but, perhaps; just in he:re¿ ((marking down on the  
401       →  draft)) and maybe it’s, (0.4) maybe it starts here;  
402         (1.3) 
403 S-Jan:  that a:ll three groups actually agreed; on what 
404         they thou:ght. the tutors were doing.  
405         (7.9) 
406 S-Jan:  think the tutors a:re¿ do:↑ing, (0.5)should be  
407         doing. 
408         (0.8) 
409 S-Jan:  you might need both. 
410 Karen:  mm↓= 
411 S-Jan:  think they are, should be. and are, (1.0)doing.  
412         (0.5) 
413 S-Jan:  a:lrighty. 
 
In pointing out the problem in the student’s draft thesis, Jane delivers her turn without equivocation 
we went to investigate the dichotomy. But you never said, whether you found, support for, or 
contradiction for the dichotomy (lines 357- 361). Jane is straight forward and assertive. With the 
shift from “we” to “I”, Jane emphasizes Karen’s epistemic access to the validation of the dichotomy 
that they have set up. In response to Jane, Karen explains clearly that the dichotomy where students 
think everyone takes the tutors take a teacher focused approach; tutors think it’s a student focused 
(lines 370-373) is a perceived one and does not exist.  
Having listened to Karen explain what she found in her study regarding the non-existence of the 
perceived dichotomy, Jane gives guidance that needs to come in here somewhere (line 381). She 
reemphasises this in line 394 that needs to come in. Delivering this without equivocation, Jane 
makes her comment highly directive and this helps Karen to obtain a very clear sense that she needs 
to add that finding into her thesis.   
Interestingly, Jane quickly steps back when she mentions what Karen can add further with different 
expressions perhaps (line 400), maybe repeated twice (line 401), and might (line 409). In appearing 
less committed to her suggestion, Jane distances herself from the position of giving guidance 
without equivocation as she is doing in the previous turns (lines 381 and 394). In doing so Jane 
orients herself and Karen to Karen’s authority and ownership of thesis in that Karen is the person 
who makes decision on what further action she might take. In this case, Jane is balancing giving 
guidance and developing student autonomy.  
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Similarly, in example 4-21, Jane balances the supervision task as she does in example 4-20. In the 
talk leading up to the extract, Jane and Karen have discussed the word order in a sentence in 
Karen’s thesis draft.  
Example 4-21: “Re-jigging” g6m3 (02:17-03:36)  
31 S-Jan:  ↑no:w (.) the flo:w of the of the ideas, in this 
32       → next little bit does need >a little bit< of re- 
33         jigging, ((pointing at the student’s thesis draft)) 
34         because there is a (.) hh a digre:ssion, 
35         and then you come ba:ck.(.)to the critical 
36         thinking down he:re.((marking on the draft)) 
37         (1.3) 
38 S-Jan:  so, >what I think< it needs to do; the ↑wo:rds 
39         a:re ↓good, 
40         (0.8) 
41 Karen:  ((nodding)) 
42 S-Jan:  a::hm; except and so, (.) and er, I 
43         think it needs to go; 
44         so you’ve got he:re >development of critical 
45         thinking skills?< 
46 Karen:  ◦ah ↑hah◦ 
47 S-Jan:  ↑critical thinking skills in small groups, and so 
48         that’s; the bit you’ve got a:hm, as many 
49         undergraduate classes are being ta:ught by:¿  
50         these guys. but it is not just the classes; its 
51         specifically these types of classes; small groups 
52         with high interactions.  
53 Karen:  mm: hm?  
54 S-Jan:  yeah. so; tho:se ones. so critical thinking is in 
55         those kind of classes.  
56         (1.1) 
57 S-Jan:  tutors are responsible 
58         for those kind of classes, 
59         (0.6) 
60 S-Jan:  there have been queries raised abo:ut the:: 
61         whatever it is for tutors.(.) ↑management; 
62 Karen:  yeah 
63 S-Jan:  of tutors, which I: thought was a good way of doing  
64         it. 
65 Karen:  cool; 
66 S-Jan:  cool; so yeah, so it’s just kind of a re[work]  
67 Karen:                                          [ so ]so  
68         another se:ntence, basically in the:re. 
69              (0.9) 
70 S-Jan:→ ah ye:ah; ↑po:ssibly? 
71         (0.5) 
72 S-Jan:→ Yea:h maybe this critical thinking in small 
73          groups. Is a bit of a [(     )] 
74 Karen:                         [ yeah; ] yeah;((nodding)) 
75 S-Jan:  ahm but yeah.= 
76 Karen:  =and maybe some re-jigging of the thi:rd sentence. 
77 S-Jan:  yea:h hh > flow differently.<  
78 Karen:  this one down here (0.2)that one. 
79        ((pointing to the thesis draft on the desk)).  
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80 S-Jan:  cool; 
81 Karen:  yep; 
82 S-Jan:  the middle one= 
83 Karen:  = yeah. 
 
Jane initiates the sequence by proffering a comment on the flow of ideas in one part of the draft. 
Her first turn is a multi-unit turn that can be further broken into two parts. The first TCU, the 
transition now (line 31) uttered in raising voice, functions to initiate the new sequence and signals 
the shift to a new issue, then functioning to initiate the new sequence. The next TCU points out the 
issue under question the flow of the of the ideas (line 31). The first part of the turn gives a 
recommendation on the flow of the ideas does need a little bit of rejigging (line 32-33) and the 
second part provides an account strengthening the recommendation because there is a digression 
(lines 34). In launching this turn, Jane makes it clear that she finds the flow of the ideas 
problematic. This part of the turn is designed as an explanation for Karen to understand her reason 
for re-jigging the flow of the ideas. Jane proffers her comment on the flow of ideas with a voice of 
authority, using her knowledge of thesis writing. She, therefore, enacts the role of giving guidance. 
Jane’s comment on the flow of ideas in the section under discussion is receipted by Karen as new 
by her change-of-state token ah hah (line 46).  
Though being backed up with explanation, Jane’s suggestion does not work out specifically how the 
flow of the ideas should be rejigged or reworked. This might enables Karen to find out for herself 
how to do that.  
This becomes evident in Karen’s response at lines 67-68 so another sentence basically in there. The 
conjunction so starting the turn indicates that Karen’s response is drawn from what has come in the 
previous turns. Karen points out another sentence that helps to rework (line 68) and which sentence 
needs rejigging (lines 78). From what has happened at the outset of the sequence up to this point, it 
might be said that Jane’s explanation serves as bringing input for Karen to think about her problem 
– the flow of the ideas needs rejigging. In doing this, Jane performs the role of supervisor in 
directing Karen and at the same time helps Karen to develop her autonomy. More specifically, Jane 
does this by providing a suggestion and an account to reinforce her suggestion.  
After a gap of 0.9, Jane responds to Karen with ah yeah, possibly? (line 70), making her response 
equivocal. In all local contexts at line 68 another sentence basically in there, line 76 and maybe 
some rejigging of the third sentence and line 78 this one down here that one, Karen uses utterances 
in declarative form, seeking confirmation from Jane. In doing so, Karen displays her certain 
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knowledge, positioning herself in the common ground with Jane. Karen also expresses her authority 
or ownership of her thesis. 
The interaction in example 4-22 occurs early in a nearly an-hour meeting. From the beginning of 
the meeting to the start of this interaction, Jane and Karen have been discussing some issues in 
relation to the thesis’s findings and implications. Karen has acknowledged that she is upset with this 
part of the thesis. And she has brought up an idea from a PhD examiner regarding one of the main 
ways to fail a PhD thesis, which she says is the reason for her obsession.  
Example 4-22: “forgetting gap statement” g6m3 (07:40-08:50) 
214 Karen:  [so,] it wasn’t >sort of< someone from hicksville. ah  
215         and one of the things was that one of the main ways 
216         to fai:l a PhD thesis, (0.8) or; have your thesis 
217         failed, is to not include a sentence, (1.0) in the:  
218         opening paragraph, which starts with my: original 
219         contribution to this field is.  
220         (1.2) 
221 S-Jan:  do you realize you still failed to do that?  
222         (1.0) 
223 Karen:  yes I do.  
224         (0.4) 
225 S-Jan:  good. a:hm; hahaha[hahaha     ]  
226 Karen:                    [and tha:t’s] why I became so  
227         obsessed with the much needed and  with the  
228         implica:tions pa:rt, 
229 S-Jan:  >no no no< you still failed.  
230 Karen:  ↑okay. 
231 S-Jan:  sorry he[hehe]= 
232 Karen:          [cool] 
233 S-Jan:  =because what you: are trying to say, when you say 
234       → much needed. (1.4) hh(.) you (0.4) actually focus on  
235         the significance. why is this im↑portant. 
236 Karen:  yeah= 
237 S-Jan:→ you kee:p forge:tting your ga:p statement, 
238 Karen:  ri:ght. 
239         () 
240 S-Jan:→ you have to sa:y. (0.6) it- it is not kno:wn.  
241         (0.8) 
242 Karen:  yes 
243 S-Jan:  and I still didn’t read that. ((gazes at the student)) 
244         (2.2) 
245         ((writes down on the thesis draft)) 
246         <i:t i:s NO:T KNOW::N.↓> (2.1) has to get in 
247         somewhere. and if you want to put it 
248         in the first sentence. 
249 Karen:  ↑right.  
 
It can be seen that in this local context Jane displays her expert knowledge of thesis writing in the 
delivery of explanation and providing suggestions on the issue at hand: that Karen keeps forgetting 
the gap statement in her thesis. In doing so, Jane stresses her primary epistemic authority in this 
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domain. The evidence for this claim lies in the expressions Jane uses in the delivery of her 
comments: you are trying to say (line 233), you actually focus on (line 234), you keep forgetting 
your gap statement (line 237), you have to say (line 240), and has to get in (line 246).  
Up to this point, Jane, in this example, does not use any hedges or uncertainty markers. She uses the 
modality of obligation have to (line 240) and has to (line 246), thus emphasising more of Jane’s 
authority. In doing so, Jane reassures that Karen gets into the right approach of dealing with the 
“gap statement”, which means Karen should add the gap statement in the part of thesis under 
discussion. However, Jane steps back from giving guidance on where to put the gap statement by 
saying somewhere and if you want to put it in the first sentence (lines 247-248) in the rest of her last 
turn in the sequence. By doing so, Jane orients to Karen’s responsibility and ownership of the thesis 
– deciding exactly where to put the gap statement in the thesis. As such, Jane creates a delicate 
balancing act in that she at times treats Karen as needing expert guidance and at times positions 
Karen as being an independent researcher. Giving guidance in balance with developing student 
autonomy in this case and similar cases is deployed by the supervisors in service of supervision as 
pedagogy. This is more evident in the student’s strong alignment with what Jane has provided (right 
at line 238, yes at line 242, and right again at line 249). Karen shows her aligning move and also her 
acceptance of Jane’s guidance rather than just acknowledging what Jane has said (Heritage & Sefi, 
1992).  
4.4. Discussion  
This chapter has shown how the supervisors accomplish their institutionally relevant task of 
balancing between giving guidance and developing student autonomy by examining the display and 
changes of epistemic positions within the unfolding activity. It highlights that the supervisors are 
oriented to creating the balancing act when supervising students at both the early and late stage of 
the candidature. In doing so, they enact the role of supervision as teaching but they also display 
their expectation of a certain level of competence of students as independent researchers. In other 
words, the explications of supervisors’ actions show when and how supervisors treat students as 
needing guidance and when they treat the students as having a certain level of independence as 
researchers that should be developed.   
At the early stage of the candidature, the supervisors at times provide directive feedback and factual 
information. In these cases, they position themselves as experts and treat the students as lacking 
knowledge and capability in conducting certain research tasks. The examination highlights that the 
supervisors provide students guidance and factual information on issues that are within their 
epistemic domains. As demonstrated in the analysis these issues mainly concern framing the 
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research topic, conducting a pilot study, justifying research methods, or writing a literature review.  
To enact the role of giving guidance or providing factual information, the supervisors employ some 
obligation modal such as “need”, “have to” and presentational structures. At times, they step back 
from being committed to taking firm positions in the interaction. This is when they give feedback 
with equivocation, provide students with several options or alternatives, withhold advice and ask 
questions. They do this by using some epistemic downgrades such as “maybe”, “I think”, or “I 
don’t know”. The examination shows that the supervisors step back when the issues under 
discussion are specifically related to students’ theses, for example specific questions to ask 
participants in the student’s pilot study (Example 4-7) or number of articles needed for a certain part 
of the thesis (Example 4-8). To do this, they orient to students’ responsibility and authority over the 
thesis and treat them as having knowledge, competency and research skills to conduct their 
research.  
Interestingly, when supervisors give feedback with equivocation, they provide students 
opportunities to express their ideas. When they withhold advice, they give students chances to take 
up the floor to seek clarification on issues they have trouble understanding. The analyses have 
shown how it works when supervisors explicitly tell the student that it is their responsibility to 
develop ideas for the thesis or at certain times to tell the student need to decide some issues by 
themselves (Example 4-9). It can be, therefore, suggested that autonomy and sense of ownership of 
research should be taken into consideration at very early stage of candidature. This also contributes 
to open up a new insight into the current views that supervisors should support more overtly to 
students at early stage of candidature and then promote more autonomy thereafter (e.g., Hasrati, 
2005) and that students should receive guidance or explicit instructions at the very early stage of 
candidature.  
In the meetings in which the students are at the late stage of the candidature, the supervisors’ 
balancing act is enacted between giving guidance and giving feedback with equivocation or 
providing students with several options. As already mentioned, the focus of the late stage of the 
candidature is on achieving good quality theses within timeframe. Students learn to become 
independent researchers through the process of producing a good thesis. As a result, most of the 
issues at the later stage as located in the data are mainly those specifically related to the theses 
including word choice, structure, or thesis chapter construction. The examination demonstrates that 
the supervisors tend to distance themselves from taking committed positions. They orient to the 
students’ epistemic authority and access to issues under discussion. However, at times, discussion 
of some issues in the thesis involves expert knowledge. This is when the supervisors create a 
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delicate balance between treating the students as needing expert help and having ownership over the 
thesis (Examples 4-18 and 4-22). 
The examination of the enactment of the balancing act of the supervisors when supervising the 
students at both stages of the candidature highlights that equivocation is a factor constituting the 
balancing act. Therefore, equivocation is an institutional feature of supervisory talk in the context of 
higher education. This examination also points out that if a delicate balance between giving 
guidance and developing student autonomy enacted by supervisors is to work, it should be taken up 
actively by students. As shown in the analyses, the outcome of the interactions depend on the effort 
and involvement of both participants. In cases where supervisors create opportunities, the 
opportunities only become useful and work when students take up these opportunities. Different 
student responses lead to different interactional trajectories. This is consistent with the view that the 
dynamics of teaching and learning represent a mutual activity where both the supervisor and the 
student fully contribute to the process (Acker et al., 1994; Ward, 2013; Zeegers & Barron, 2012). 
As such, this finding contributes to the understanding about the most challenging task of 
supervision and opens up a new insight into the expectations of the roles and responsibilities of 
supervisors and students. The current literature seems to put much pressure on the challenging role 
of supervisors and little attention is paid to the fact that if supervisors are to accomplish their role 
successfully or effectively, students play an active part in achieving the institutional goals.  
The goals enacted by the supervisors are aligned with guidelines for supervisors stated in most 
universities’ web pages. Through the act of balancing, supervisors acknowledge students’ levels of 
independence, knowledge and research skills while also claiming their own expertise. As such, this 
chapter has contributed to knowledge about supervision meetings as occasions of institutional 
interaction and understandings of how supervisors interactionally accomplish their professional 
goals.  
Understanding why supervisors give directive feedback at some certain moments in supervision 
meetings, but step back some time is helpful to both supervisors and students. It is particularly 
crucial in the context that issue of creating and maintaining a balancing act in supervision has been 
a matter of serious concern for supervision for years (Delamont et al., 1998).  
The demonstrations of how a delicate balance between giving guidance and developing student 
autonomy is accomplished through a flexibility of different strategies can inform other supervisors 
about practices that could be incorporated into their interactional repertoires. Students can gain a 
better insight into supervisors’ and their own roles in this institutional setting. This is fundamental 
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to the enhancement of supervision practices in the context that most texts offering advice to 
supervisors and students seem to be mainly drawn from personal experiences and opinions (Li & 
Seale, 2007; Lindén et al., 2011; Schulze, 2012).  
In order to fully understand the dynamics of the interaction between supervisors and students, it is 
necessary to examine how the students are engaged in the interaction. The next chapter turns to this 
issue.  
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Chapter 5: Becoming an independent 
researcher: the student perspective  
 5.1. Introduction  
Chapter 4 has shown how the supervisors orient to the goal of supervision by balancing giving 
guidance and developing student autonomy. Supervision meetings are sessions where students learn 
to become independent researchers as teaching goes hand in hand with learning. Doing a PhD is a 
learning process for students, the ultimate goal of which is to become independent researchers 
(Golde & Walker, 2006) through the production of a good thesis. Both supervisors and students 
work together towards the goal of supervision. However, supervisors and students are constrained 
by their different roles in this institutional context as in other institutional domains, such as doctor-
patient and teacher-student, which has been identified as one feature of institutional interaction 
(Heritage & Drew, 1992). As presented in Chapter 4, the supervisors build in their talk centring on 
the main supervision task of helping students to transform into independent researchers. On the part 
of students, they come to supervision meetings to seek guidance, advice from supervisors but they 
also need to develop autonomy to become independent researchers. This chapter explores how 
students orient to the goal of supervision of learning to become independent researchers.  
In the supervision meetings examined for this study, evidence for students’ competency and 
orientations to becoming independent researchers includes when the students take responsibility of 
their research, voice their own opinions, make their own decisions, demonstrate their knowledge, 
and claim their independent knowledge. Evidence showing students taking responsibility for their 
research includes students’ initiatives in bringing up issues in supervision meetings. These are 
initiatives in seeking guidance, advice, or information and in seeking clarification. The students 
make their own decisions, voice their opinions through presenting a problem or proposing a plan, or 
demonstrate their knowledge and capacity to carry out independent research tasks. It is argued that 
by performing a wide range of actions, the students create learning opportunities and avail 
themselves of these opportunities to assist their learning to become independent researchers.  
The dynamics of the interaction between supervisors and students emerge from the analyses of their 
interactions. While the supervisors balance giving guidance and developing student autonomy 
(Chapter 4), the students seek guidance and advice from the supervisors and develop their skills, 
and knowledge as independent researchers. Similarly to the structure of chapter 4, this chapter is 
divided into two main parts, each of which focuses on how the students at one stage of the 
candidature display their competency and orientations towards independent researchers.  
112 
 
5.2. Display towards independent researchers at the PCS  
As presented in chapter 2, pre-confirmation is the first stage of candidature, typically the first year, 
where students are supposed to work under supervision to develop and fine tune research questions 
and hypotheses based on close and critical reading of the literature, and establish a plan for carrying 
out the original research. In my corpus the focus of supervision meetings during this early stage is 
on tasks related to framing a research problem or identifying a research topic, justifying research 
methodology, and finding relevant literature. Tasks central to thesis development include how to 
find relevant literature, how to conduct a pilot study, how to frame a research problem, and how to 
construct a theoretical argument. These meetings also provide an opportunity for students to learn 
research methods, disciplinary knowledge and skills directly from their supervisors. Students resort 
to the supervisors for advice, guidance, and information, portraying themselves as novices and 
treating the supervisors as experts. Nonetheless, while they are doing this, they also display the 
degrees to which they can function as independent researchers. In other words, they exhibit their 
orientations towards achieving the goal of becoming independent researchers. Their exhibition of 
orientations is found in the ways they take responsibility for the study, voice their own opinions, 
and demonstrate their knowledge and capability.  
5.2.1. Taking responsibility for the study 
In the data, the students at the pre-confirmation stage (PCS) take responsibility for the study by 
taking the initiative by bringing up issues in supervision meetings. In so doing the students create 
learning opportunities for themselves. In the supervision meetings collected for this study, a 
learning opportunity is a chance for the students to learn from their supervisors’ knowledge and 
skills required for the development of independent scholars. Taking initiatives is described as one of 
the key responsibilities of PhD students in the rules of the university where the data were collected 
and other universities as well.  
Their initiatives are identified in learning new words, concepts or factual information, seeking 
advice, and seeking clarification. The issues or problems brought up cover a wide range from 
simple, trivial issues such as meanings of some words, to issues fundamental to the development of 
the thesis such as writing a literature review, collecting pilot data, or framing a research question.  
In taking initiatives in various ways, the students display different levels of independence. In some 
cases, in which the students only depend on the supervisors for information or advice, they display 
little independence. In some other cases where they show higher levels of independence and 
competency, they tend to display what they know already about the issue at hand either before or 
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after they seek advice from the supervisors. And in some certain cases they display their candidate 
understanding and seek clarification from the supervisors. Accordingly, the students show the 
extent to which they function as independent researchers and the degree to which they still need to 
rely on the supervisors for advice. This will be demonstrated in turn in the next sections.  
As mentioned previously, supervision meetings are a pedagogical site in which the students avail 
themselves of learning opportunities. Students’ initiatives in searching for factual information or the 
meaning of words, to some extent, show their responsibility for their study. The students position 
themselves as novices, treating supervisors as people who are able to give them factual knowledge, 
explanations of new words, and concepts related to their research, thus assisting them in the process 
of building knowledge required for conducting independent research. This is demonstrated in 
Example 5-1.  
Example 5-1 illustrates how Annie, the student, learns the word “problematise” by claiming lack of 
understanding of the meaning of the word. The word “problematise” is one key word in 
understanding how to formulate a research question because careful identification of the problem, 
along with an explicit statement of the research question is the starting point of a research process 
(Maxwell & Smyth, 2010).  In addition, this word is repeatedly used in the corpus.  
In the meeting from which this interaction is taken, there are two supervisors: Sam and Jon. Annie 
is a non-native English speaker. The interaction in this example occurs in the middle of the meeting. 
In the talk leading to this interaction, one of the supervisors, Sam, has equivocally pointed out that 
Annie is probably aiming at problematising EMI.  
Example 5-1: “problematise” g2m2 (24:12- 25:14)  
87. S-Sam:  and probably what you are aiming at; i:s, 
88.         problematising EMI ((gazing at  
89.         Jon)) something like that.  
90. S-Jon:  ((nodding)) 
91. Annie:→ I hear that word sometimes but don’t (really)  
92.         understand what problematising 
93.        ((gazing at Sam, half-circling right hand)) 
94. S-Sam:  seeing something as problem, not taking  
95.         for granted. ((smiling)) 
96. S-Sam:  so: so: we are looking at students’  
97.         expectation, comparing expectation, between two 
98.         groups of students, and aims of students,  
99.         problematise it. 
100. Annie:  yes ((taking notes on a A4 paper)) 
101. S-Sam:  and so probably that can be sort of () 
102.         expectation by taking curriculum  
103. Annie:  so your point is that, if I want to 
104.       → problematise EMI in Vietnam. I can  
114 
 
105.         compare between students in EMI program 
106.         and students the Vietnamese model  
107. S-Sam:  ye::s ((nodding)) you can do that, 
 
At lines 91-92, Annie expresses her lack of understanding of the word problematising used by Sam 
in his previous immediate turn. This word expresses an important concept, particularly in this 
meeting, which focuses on making the theoretical argument for the student’s thesis. Annie’s gaze at 
Sam and her hand gesture of half circling her right hand towards Sam which is observed in the 
video may suggest that she does not know the meaning of this word. In so doing, Annie elicits an 
explanation from Sam.  
In reply, Sam briefly explains what this word means at lines 94-95. He then continues talking about 
what they are doing in relation to Annie’s study and reuses the word problematise (line 99). 
Following Sam’s explanation, Annie demonstrates her new understanding of the word by displaying 
what she should be doing (lines 103-106). With so-prefaced upshot, Annie displays that her 
understanding comes from Sam’s previous turn. In the rest of the turn, Annie seeks Sam’s 
confirmation of her understanding by asking a declarative question with the use of the modal 
auxiliary “can”, deferring to Sam’s epistemic authority. In addition, by using so your point is (line 
103), Annie explicitly frames the matter formulated to be in Sam’s privileged epistemic domain and 
thereby invokes Sam’s right to confirm or disconfirm her candidate understanding of Sam’s point 
(Labov & Fanshel, 1977).  
In response, Sam confirms Annie’s proposed understanding as correct with a type-conforming “yes” 
(Raymond, 2003) at line 107. This means that the sequence is closed with the epistemic equilibrium 
with respect to the understanding of the use of the word “problematize” being reached.  
Only when Annie understands the meaning of the word problematise can she proceed with 
demonstrating her understanding of what she should be doing, showing her responsibility for her 
research and orientation to ownership of her thesis as well. Furthermore, Annie’s demonstration and 
claim of understanding of Sam’s point results from her initiative in seeking the meaning of the word 
problematise. The examination of students’ initiatives, therefore, highlights the import of students’ 
taking initiatives in interactions.  
The students’ initiatives are prominently identified in the advice-seeking sequences. When the 
students seek advice, they have problems (Vehviläinen, 2009b). By seeking advice, the students 
show that they are taking responsibility for their study in the sense that once they have identified the 
problems, they bring them up to seek advice from the supervisors. In doing so, the students display 
their competency in locating problems in their study. However, as novice researchers, they are not 
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able to resolve their problems by themselves and need support from the supervisors. Therefore, the 
students’ initiative in seeking advice is considered to be evidence for the students’ competency and 
orientations to be independent researchers.  
In some interactions, the students just initiate seeking advice without demonstrating their prior 
knowledge related to the issues under discussion. In some other cases, the students, in addition to 
initiating seeking advice, demonstrate context for the issues under discussion or give an account for 
the issues at hand and this partially contributes to reflect their active learning.  
It is observed that there is no explicit expression of seeking and giving advice in either the students’ 
requests of advice or the supervisors’ advice giving turns involving the use of advice words such as 
“advice”, “guideline” (e.g., Could you give me some advice on, my advice is …). Instead, “problem 
markers” (Vehviläinen, 2009b, p. 172) are employed in the initiative turns. This might link to the 
observation that when the students seek advice, it is assumed that they have encountered some 
problems (Vehviläinen, 2009b). In initiating turns talking about problems, the students use some 
explicit expressions showing their troubles, such as “I have difficulty in ...”, “it is quite difficult…”, 
or “I don’t know ...”. 
Most advice sequences in these data are initiated by the students. Student-initiated advice may be 
viewed as a student-centred way of interacting, i.e. following the student’s own agenda, which in 
turn contributes to the students’ orientation to their development of autonomy. In doing so, the 
students take the initiative for raising problems or difficulties, which is listed as one of the 
responsibilities of PhD students in Abiddin and West’s (2007b) study.  
Example 5-2 illustrates how Julie, the student, initiates seeking advice regarding the appropriateness 
of the research direction that she is following, thus showing that she is taking responsibility for her 
study. This extract, taken from the first meeting of the eight meetings recorded from supervisory 
group one (see Section 3.3), occurs quite at the beginning of the meeting. The student has not 
confirmed her research topic at this stage of the candidature, and this can be noted in her first turn in 
the sequence I have some list of ah topics (line 01).  
Example 5-2:  “follow the right way” g1m1 (00:40-03:53)  
 
01 Julie:  mm, er..I have so:me (.) li:st of ah, topics¿  
02         (0.9) 
03 Julie:→ as I read the mate:rials. I wonder if (0.9) uhm I 
04         am following the (0.6) ri:ght direction or not, 
05         ((giving the paper to supervisors)).  
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06         (0.3)  
07 Julie:  oh, sorry. ◦this one. ◦  
08         (1.4)  
09 S-Sam:  okay. 
10         (2.6)  
11 Julie:  er; (0.6) I have er; some references (     ), 
12         (4.6)  
13 S-Sam:  you’re doing >a lot of< work. 
14         (1.2) 
15 S-Jon:  it’s a lo[:t of, a lo:t of,] 
16 Julie:           [just (    )[some ] beca:use a::h, 
17 S-Sam:                       [yeah.] 
18 S-Sam:  (I can see the work.) 
19 Julie:  I- I didn’t read all the book, but just some 
20         [((laughs)) some ]poi:nts inside. 
21 S-Jon:  [   well,  yeah. ] 
22         (0.2) 
23 S-Sam:  you don’t have to read all of them. 
24         (2.6) 
25 Julie:→ I wonder if I am following the right way? (0.4) with the 
26         topics I choose? 
27         (0.9) 
28 S-Jon:  ↑okay. well, I mean I think (2.7) well I gather 
29         from ta:lking with a couple of your friends, that maybe 
30         you’re feeling a little bit stressed about, (0.6) you  
31         know, (1.0) the- the wa:y things are go:ing,  
32         (0.9)   
33 Julie:  [(◦could be◦)] 
34 S-Jon:  [  a:::hm,   ] and I think that’s- that’s 
35         understandable, 
36         (0.9) 
37 S-Jon:  one of the- (1.2) one of the things one of the things  
38         about do:ing a PhD, i:s, (0.6) particularly i:n, you  
39         know, education o::r (0.4) in the humanities and social  
40         sciences more generally, (0.8) i::s that there’s,  
41         there’s a lo:t of focus, o:n (0.6) what you want 
42         to do, and (0.5)how you think you might want to go about  
43         that. 
44 Julie:  yes. 
45 S-Jon:  and we really are, we really are advi:sors, (.) to (0.6) 
46         to you to try to help you to shape your (0.5)er [work ]=  
47 Julie:                                                  [ideas] 
48 S-Jon:  = and what it is that you’re doing. (0.8) a:nd I know 
49         fo:r many students, this is a very big change in 
50         their lives. (1.1) because they’ve come from a system 
51         whe:re (0.6) e:r you’re told what to do. 
52         (1.0) 
53 Julie:  ((laughs)) 
54 S-Jon:  a::h, and you’re given, and you’re given topics. 
55         (.) 
56 S-Jon:  and you’re said you must do this, and you must study for  
57         this exa:m, and so forth. Well, (0.9) you know (0.6)  
58         o:ne of the, o:ne of the things I think that,(0.9) erm  
59         many overseas students find quite difficult;  
60         particularly if they haven’t studied oversea:s, (.) a-  
61         as in yo:ur ca:se, (0.5) is that, (0.6) e:r you know it  
62         is very much more your responsibility; 
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63         (0.7) 
64 S-Jon:  but u:m; (0.3) I mean we a:re, we a:re here to help you 
65         and give you as much input as possible. 
66         (0.5) 
67 S-Jon:  the:; (0.6) the thing is though that you: you: (0.4) 
68         really have to be::, asking us questions?, 
69         (0.5) 
70 S-Jon:  o::r (0.3) asking for help, o::r (0.3)asking for 
71         things,(0.8)that are a bit  more specific to help 
72         you with what what- what it is that you want to do?, 
73         (0.7) 
74 S-Jon:  I think e::rm; (1.7) it’s it’s ve:ry difficult (0.7)fo:r 
75         us, given (0.7) whatever the topic i:s, to: suggest, 
76         (0.5)you know something that you should do:. 
77         (0.8) 
78 S-Jon:  If you if you sta:rt to s- if you start to ma:ke some 
79         suggestions, then, then we can try to help you to frame 
80         that. (0.8) in the way which would be appropriate for  
81         your study. 
 
Julie starts the sequence by referring to a list of topics she has come up with after having read some 
materials. In saying this, Julie is indicating to her supervisors, Sam and Jon, that she has done some 
reading and at the same time demonstrating her competency as a researcher in the way that she can 
come up with research topics. However, as a novice researcher at the early stage of her candidature, 
Julie displays that she is not able to judge whether she is following the right research direction. This 
is evident in her uncertainty about her research direction I wonder if uhm I am following the right 
direction or not (lines 03-04). She reformulates her issue, making it more specific at lines 25-26 that 
I wonder if I follow the right way with the topic I choose?.   
In response to Julie’ advice request, Jon produces a so-called non-conforming type response 
(Raymond, 2003), orienting to the issue that Julie is stressful at the moment and how he comes to 
know that (lines 28-31). Then, at lines 45-46, Jon clearly mentions supervisors’ roles we really are 
advisors to to you to try to help you to shape your work. What Jon says at lines 64-65 we are we are 
here, to help you and give you as much input as possible explains not only the supervisors’ roles of 
supporting students but also of giving information on which students can base their own decisions. 
Jon explicitly mentions Julie’s role it is very much more your responsibility (lines 62). Jon also 
mentions Julie’s other roles you really have to be asking us questions or asking for help or asking 
for things (lines 67-68).  
Up to now, it can be seen that by bringing up her concern for the right research direction, 
positioning the supervisors as experts who are able to judge whether she is on the right track, Julie 
creates a learning opportunity for herself. The supervisors exert their authority as supervisors by 
talking overtly about supervisors’ roles and their expectations of students’ responsibilities. What the 
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supervisors are doing in this case is presented as withholding advice (see Section 4.2.4). As a result,   
later in the discourse, Julie, in reply to Sam, proposes a more specific research topic in search of 
Sam’s and Jon’s advice.  
Similarly, in example 5-3 taken from the same meeting with example 5-2, Julie initiates seeking 
advice by asking for the supervisors’ opinion on the feasibility of the research topic she has been 
thinking of – teachers’ perceptions and beliefs. The meeting from which this example and example 
5-2 are taken centres on the issue of the research topic and research question. Prior to this 
interaction, the participants have talked about topics that Julie wants to cover in her research, one of 
which involves examination of teachers’ perceptions and beliefs. They have mentioned the 
difficulty of how to obtain sufficient evidence and contribute to the understanding of the issue under 
discussion. Then, Jon raises the issue that what Julie wants to do in her study is still vague.  
 
Example 5-3: “become a topic” g1m1 (15:09-16:15) 
 
221 S-Jon:  I mean it’s still, (0.6) it’s still quite big(0.7) 
222         and quite (0.7) e:rm; (0,8) vague, ((gazing at  
223         Sam))quite unclear, (0.7) exactly (0.4) what it is that  
224         you; exactly what it is that you want to look at?, 
225         (0.7) 
226 S-Jon:  so- (1.1) attitudes and beliefs can be looked at in;  
227         (0.9) you know, a number of;(0.4) a number of different  
228         ways, and in relation to a number of different things. 
229         (2.2)  
230 S-Sam:  ((nodding)) 
231 Julie:→ so so do: you think (.) it ca:n beco:me a:;(0.6) a good  
232         to↑pic for me? 
233         (2.0)  
234 S-Sam:  sorry? what what topic? 
235 Julie:  mm; ◦e:r the◦:: yeah 
236 S-Jon:  WELL, [ I  mean  ] 
237 Julie:        [the (    )] 
238         (0.7) 
239 Julie:  yea:h. 
240         (0.4) 
241 S-Jon:  i-it’s, it’s possible; it’s possible to create a topic  
242         around a:lmost a:nything, actually.((nodding, gazing at        
243         Sam)) 
244 S-Sam:  mm. 
245        (1.0) 
246 S-Jon:  but (1.2) the:re- there- there ha:s 
247         to be:,(0.4)there ha:s to be (1.0) a question, 
248         a deep question; that we want to: (0.4)that  
249         we want so:me answer to.  
250         (0.7) 
251 S-Jon:  and that question (0.7) needs to be: (0.7) about  
252         understanding something abou:t, (1.5) >I don’t know<; 
253         about culture, or about the na:ture of belie:fs,((gazing  
254         at Sam)) 
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Julie takes the initiative, seeking Sam’s and Jon’s opinion on the feasibility of the topic she has 
come up with after some reading (line 231-232). In doing so, Julie displays her pursuit of a feasible 
research topic so that she can work on it. She also exhibits her limited ability as a researcher in the 
sense that she can think of a research topic or a list of topics, as she mentioned earlier in the 
meeting in which this interaction occurs. Nonetheless, she is not able to justify whether it can 
become a topic for her study, and this reflects her early stage of candidature. By seeking the 
supervisors’ advice, Julie orients to the epistemic asymmetry between her and her two supervisors, 
treating them as experts.  
In response to Julie’s question, Jon points to the discrepancy between what Julie is concerned with 
– a feasible topic – and what is important – a deep question (line 248) and that question needs to be 
about understanding something (lines 251-252). Thereby, Jon withholds advice in response to 
Julie’s question. Instead, Jon is teaching Julie about the issue of framing a research question that 
needs to be answered rather than finding a research topic. Up to now, it can be seen that Julie’s 
initiative in seeking advice from her supervisors not only indicates that she is responsible for her 
research but also brings about an opportunity in which Julie receives teaching from Jon regarding 
framing a research question. This opportunity is quite important to the thesis development as 
framing researching questions is the starting point of the research process (Maxwell & Smyth, 
2010). 
 
In the interactions above, the students are looking for help, advice and guidance. The dynamics of 
the interaction in the two examples reveal that the students are at a very early stage of their 
candidature. The students display orientations to be independent researchers only by bringing up 
issues. In some other cases, in addition to bringing up issues, the students tend to display what they 
know already about the issue at hand either before or after they seek advice from the supervisors. In 
this way, the students show the extent to which they function as independent researchers and the 
degree to which they still need to rely on the supervisors for advice. This is demonstrated in the 
next three examples.  
In example 5-4, Julie’s orientation to development as an independent researcher is exhibited 
through the advice-seeking sequence on allocating time for a research task: writing about the 
background information. This interaction occurs nearly at the end of the meeting when Sam asks 
about their next meeting arrangement.  
Example 5-4: “how much time” g1m7 (42:30-44:58)  
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176 S-Sam:  so when- when are we going to have our next meeting; 
177         (4.2) 
178 Julie:  next meeting (.) I should wri:te  
179         something, about (0.7) b- background materials. 
180         (1.9) 
181 S-Jon:  okay 
182         (3.9) 
183 Julie:  a:nd; ((laughs)) I should a:h; look 
184         fo:r; (0.7) for materials; related to thi:s¿ 
185         (0.7) 
186 S-Jon:  mm; 
187         (1.1) 
188 Julie:→ do you think; how much ti:me is  
189         suitable for me,  
190 S-Sam:  well it depends; it depends; it depends 
191         what yo:u; what you think you need, a:nd; if you; when 
192         you want mo:re input to talk about these things. 
193 S-Jon:  mm:; 
194         (1.8) 
195 S-Jon:  in about four weeks. 
196 S-Sam:  i- i- it depends how co:mfortable you are t[oo.] 
197 S-Jon:                                             [ th]at’s  
198         ri:ght, y[e:s. yea:h;] 
199 S-Sam:           [right?  I’-] I’m (0.9) [    I am  I am aw]are=  
200 S-Jon:                                   [I mean it doesn’t] 
201         =that perhaps we have been pu:shing  
202         you to do something parti:cular. (0.4) maybe you’re not 
203         feeling comfortable about that;. so maybe you  
204         should thi:nk about it. 
205 Julie:  so maybe [(        )]? 
206 S-Jon:           [ but but, ] (0.5) a::h; (1.1) I don’t know;  
207         from; from my: perspective, at least this is; this 
208         is now beginning to get to be: (0.5) e:r; something 
209         that would be: (0.4) v- very interesting; and (0.7) 
210         e:r; powerful study, and something that (0.4) e::r; 
211         (0.2) 
212 S-Sam:  can be done. 
213         (0.2) 
214 S-Jon:  can be done, and something that e::rm; e:r (0.3) 
215         would, could put you in a good position in terms  
216         of you:r; (0.7) academic and university career. 
217 S-Sam:  yeah 
218         (0.9) 
219 Julie:  so maybe I will start writing from; from thi:s a:h; 
220         (0.4) 
221 S-Sam:  yeah? 
222         (0.2) 
223 Julie:  a:h; theoretical background¿ and the:n; I wi:ll; in this  
224       → part?(1.2) so after three or four weeks I will  
225         subm[i:t to you] something? 
226 S-Sam:      [okay; four] 
227         (0.6) 
228 S-Sam:  okay four weeks should be fine, 
229         (0.7) 
230 S-Jon:  it it it really; it really depends on how much time 
231         you you fee:l you need; 
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232 Julie:  yeah 
233         (0.6) 
234 S-Jon:  if you do; do you need- do you: (0.3) you fee:l you 
235         need (1.3) to come back to cla:rify what we have been 
236         talking about. [that’s] the only question. 
237 S-Sam:         [yea:h;] 
238         (0.3) 
239 S-Sam:  okay le:t’s let’s say in four weeks, but if you think 
240         you can you can; e::r; (1.1) you need discussion; 
241         need discussion we can always do that. we can  
242         find a time, a:nd;(0.7) we can organize u:m; 
243         (0.4)  
244 Julie:  so maybe at that time I wi:ll; (    ) you for (       )? 
245 S-Sam:  that’s right. yes. yea:h; (0.5) yeah so in four weeks 
246         will be:; 
247         (2.6) 
248 S-Jon:  that’s the nineteenth of March? 
249 S-Sam:  nineteenth of March. 
 
Following Sam’s question about the next meeting, Julie displays her understanding of what she 
should do in preparation for the next meeting – write something about background materials. She 
also displays her knowledge of what involves in this step of doing research– look for materials 
related to the background materials she is going to cover. She then intends to seek Sam’s opinion, 
but she self-repairs, asking for advice about sufficient time she might need to spend in fulfilling the 
task how much time is suitable for me (lines 188-189). In overtly asking the supervisors about the 
time she should spend on this task, Julie establishes a gap in knowledge between participants after 
she has talked about what she knows in terms of the next action in preparation for the next meeting.  
In designing her turns in that way, Julie is taking charge of her study, orienting herself to 
development as an independent researcher. She knows what she should do next and asks for advice 
on allocating time for a certain research task which is important in managing the research. Time 
management is an important issue in research. In initiating the advice, Julie creates a learning 
opportunity in which Sam raises the issue of complexity of allocating time for a certain research 
task as it might vary across different students. Sam suggests an approximate time length in about 
four weeks (line 195). The evidence for Julie’s learning can be seen in her turn at lines 223-225 
when she proposes submitting some theoretical background knowledge in three or four weeks after 
receiving responses addressing her concern from her two supervisors, Sam and Jon. From the outset 
of the sequence, Julie has no idea of how long it might take her to write the background material. 
By the end of the sequence, she proposes three or four week to do that and the sequence is closed 
with the next meeting arranged in four weeks. What Julie is learning in this interaction is related to  
allocating time in carrying out research tasks which is important to ensure the progress of the 
research (Connell, 1985). 
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In some cases, the students keep initiating seeking advice by asking questions while demonstrating 
their knowledge of the issues under discussion either before or after their questions.  Example 5-5 is 
a typical one to illustrate this. In this interaction, Julie first asks advice regarding doing a pilot study 
and then designing questions that she should ask her research participants. Part of this interaction 
(from line 152 to 192) is presented in Example 4-7 to illustrate how supervisors provide options and 
alternatives as a pedagogical practice. It is represented here with the focus on the students’ display 
towards independent researchers.  
Example 5-5: “access to email” g1m7 (38: 38-40:56) 
129 Julie:→ so; how can I do a pilot? now because 
130         (1.0) actually I can contact them by pho:ne, 
131         not all of them. (1.0) two or three, (2.3) 
132         or fou:r (women) 
133         (1.2) 
134 S-Sam:  they have access to: email?  
135         (1.1) 
136 Julie:  some of them use email? and (.) some 
137         of them can contact me by 
138         yahoo messenger. 
139 S-Sam:  ↑okay. 
140         (1.1) 
141 Julie:  but, not a:ll of them can use [ email;] 
142 S-Sam:                                [well um] for the pilot  
143         study, you won’t have to (.) er contact a:ll of them. 
144         if you can get in touch with them 
145         and then, so seven eight nine ten; (      ) (0.6)  
146         and then perhaps, (1.5) asking them to wri:te about 
147         their identity, and about themselves.(0.7) so: that 
148         can,(2.0) that can be:; that can give you 
149         some sort of basis for designing your methodology 
150         for your main study. 
151         (3.9) 
152 Julie:  now I should prepare the questions, 
153         to ask them? (0.4) so you can answer me exa:ctly 
154         (0.7) what I want? 
155         (2.4) 
156 Julie:→ I’m thinking about questions (0.6) what should I 
157         ask them? ((smiling)) 
158         (1.4) 
159 S-Jon:  WELL, again it depends; whether you’re; (0.4) the- the 
160         the- if you you’re asking them questions  
161         ((smiling))that that assumes a particular kind of  
162         methodology, (1.1) maybe, maybe, (0.4) a we:ll- 
163         structured autobiography would be better. 
164         (2.1) 
165 S-Sam:  yeah; not just write about  yourself, that that that  
166         wo:n’t; 
167         (0.4) 
168 S-Jon:  no yes 
169 S-Sam:  that won’t be helpful. 
170         (0.7) 
171 S-Jon:  but; (0.6) you have to make sure that; 
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172 S-Sam:  that they rai:se;=  
173 S-Jon:  =yeah. 
174 S-Sam:  =yeah= 
175 S-Jon:  =they rai:se a number of the ki:nds of 
176         i:ssues; and the way that language relates to:;  
177         language and identity,= 
178 S-Sam:  =yeah. 
179         (0.4) 
180 S-Jon:  issues. so you:; you get that- e:r; you:; (0.5) put  
181         something together which structures; which structures  
182         that. 
183 S-Sam:  Mm:. 
184         (0.9) 
185 S-Sam:  maybe you providing some sort of (0.8) a  
186         sa:mple; (0.5) of the biography, and then (0.9) a:h;  
187         asking them to write >some things then< about,  
188         ((smiling))  
189 Julie:→ so I should have clea:r instructions, 
190         for where [they write] 
191 S-Sam:            [  that’s  ] right [ yeah;]= 
192 S-Jon:                               [na- er] absolutely. 
 
At first glance, it might seem that Julie is asking about how to conduct a pilot study when she starts 
her turn with so how can I do a pilot? (line 129). However, closer examination of her turn reveals 
that she has not presented an open-ended question about doing a pilot study. Rather she is asking 
about alternative ways of contacting participants other than by phone. So right from the start she is 
demonstrating that she knows that one needs to plan for contacting participants. At the same time, 
she displays her uncertainty to her supervisors about how to contact enough research participants.  
In response to Julie, Sam asks her whether her participants have access to email, picking up on the 
fact that Julie says that not all of the potential participants have a phone. In doing so, Sam is 
addressing the very problem Julie raised in the prior turn, which is that she cannot contact all 
participants by phone.  
Sam then takes up this opportunity to teach Julie about what is involved in conducting a pilot study 
you won’t have to er contact all of them (line 143), asking them to write about their identity, and 
about themselves (lines 146-147), enacting the institutional role of being a supervisor who knows 
well about conducting a pilot study. Thus, Julie gains a chance to develop the research skill of 
conducting a pilot study, which is important for her at this stage of her candidature as this skill will 
assist her later in carrying out the main research.  
Following Sam’s turn, Julie moves to talk about what she should be doing next prepare the 
questions (line 152). Julie is designing her turn to indicate what she already knows. In this case, she 
knows that she has to design questions and that the questions designed should answer exactly what 
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she wants. In addition, she indicates that she is thinking about the questions, implying her taking 
charge of her research. All that Julie has said is designed to preface her question in the rest of her 
turn: what should I ask them (lines 156-157). In asking this question, Julie is seeking advice from 
her supervisors on what to ask the participants. In response to Julie’s question, Jon, instead of 
giving an answer on what questions Julie should ask, takes up this as opportunity to explain about 
this issue and suggests a well-structured autobiography as one among some other options. Sam also 
addresses her question by mentioning some issues the questions should raise.  
The sequence is closed with Julie displaying her understanding that she should explain the 
instructions to participants when they write their autobiography so I should have clear instructions 
where they write (lines 189-190). With the so-prefaced upshot, Julie demonstrates what she is 
talking comes from her understanding of the supervisors’ prior turns. Her understanding is 
confirmed to be right by both supervisors with the type-conforming answer. Up to this point, Julie 
has demonstrated her competency as an independent researcher in the way she indicates that she 
already has certain methodological skills and knowledge regarding contacting research participants 
and designing questions to ask them. Nonetheless, she is, at the same time, seeking advice from her 
supervisors on a way of dealing with specific issues – how to recruit enough participants and what 
questions to ask.  
A look back at Example 4-12 (Section 4.2.6) which demonstrates the interaction just prior to this 
example suggests that the outcome of the interaction realized in the student’s demonstration of 
competency as an independent researcher is the result of the collaborative activities of both parties 
in the interaction. The supervisors create a delicate balance between giving guidance and 
developing student autonomy. The student takes up the opportunity and this enables the student to 
get engaged in the interaction and make further progress in the research.    
The same pattern is seen in the next example in a meeting between Annie, another student at the 
PCS, with the same two supervisors, Jon and Sam. In example 5-6, Annie asks whether Sam thinks 
there are any other aspects of literature that she should review. Prior to the interaction in this 
example, Sam has explained to Annie about writing one section in the literature review related to 
the purpose of EMI (English as a medium of instruction) by giving her some examples.  
Example 5-6: “other aspects of literature” g2m4 (20:41-21:47) 
 
376 Annie:→ so for the literature review, apart from the (1.2) 
377         language policy, the language in education 
378         policy in terms of agency and EMI:, (1.1) um (1.8)  
379         ↑do you think there are other aspects of literature 
380         I should review he:re¿ (0.7)or(     )((looks/gazes at 
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381         Sam)) 
382         (0.7) 
383 S-Sam:  er-e:r differently:; than you get in empirical 
384         studies; a:h; for example studies which have; (0.3) .hh  
385         your focus he:re is to understand; (1.1) you’re trying to 
386         investigate erm (1.0) students and teachers’ 
387         agency. (1.3) in implementing EMI. (0.4) so you will have  
388         to look at (0.5) studies which have (1.4)◦you know◦ done  
389         that. (1.8) from the teachers and the students’  
390         perspectives; implementing e-EMI. 
391         (0.9)  
392 S-Jon:  and if there are none then you’ll need to still 
393         look at (0.9) student and teachers’ (1.4) 
394         u:se of agency; ((looks at Sam))  
395 S-Sam:  that’s right  
396 S-Jon:  and think about then how would that relate to the EMI=  
397 S-Sam:  =that’s right.= 
398 S-Jon:  =situation. 
 
Starting with a so-prefaced upshot (Raymond, 2004), (line 376), Annie signals that what she is 
going to talk about arises from the previous talk about the “literature review”. In saying apart from 
the language policy ... EMI (lines 376-377) she indicates what areas of the literature review they 
have discussed. She might have reviewed these two aspects or will review them in her literature 
chapter. In the rest of her turn, Annie asks a question, checking whether the supervisors have 
covered all of the possible areas of the literature review. In initiating this request, Annie displays 
that she has not assumed that they have given her all the information, which indicates she is taking 
responsibility for her own study.  
In addressing Annie’s concern, Sam explains what types of studies she is looking at and makes a 
‘B-event statement’ (Labov & Fanshel, 1977), pointing out what she is trying to do you’re trying to 
investigate erm (1.0) students and teachers’ agencies (1.3) in implementing EMI (lines 385-387). In 
the following turns, Jon, in an aligning move with Sam signalled by an and-initiator (line 392), goes 
on with an explanation about what studies Annie will have to look at. In launching these turns, Sam 
and Jon are orienting to the knowledge of writing the literature review, an important research skill 
as a good review of literature will help to frame the problem that needs to be addressed in the 
research. It points out what has been done in the area under concern and what has not been done, on 
which researchers can base their own study.   
The interactions in Examples 5-2 to Example 5-6 demonstrate how the students take initiatives in 
seeking advice for their problems in the research. The analyses have shown that the students’ 
initiatives lead to different sequential trajectories depending on the issues at hand and the 
supervisors’ responses. As presented in Section 4.2.1 and 4.2.2, the supervisors tend to provide 
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guidance on general issues and step back, giving feedback with equivocation on issues that are 
specific to students’ thesis. The analyses of supervisors’ actions in Chapter 4 has shown the 
supervisors enact these actions as a tool to accomplish their supervisory roles, particularly of 
balancing between giving guidance and developing student autonomy. Thus, a close examination of 
students’ initiatives in combination with the analyses of the supervisors’ actions in supervising the 
students at the PCS as presented in Section 4.2, suggests that the students create learning 
opportunities and these opportunities elicit supervisors’ knowledge which they would not have 
received without taking initiatives.  
The roles of supervisors and students emerge quite clearly from the analysis of the students’ 
advice-seeking sequences. In order to become actively involved in the research and aim at 
becoming an independent researcher, the students need to initiate the issues that they want to 
discuss or seek advice by asking supervisors questions or presenting the issues to supervisors. This 
examination supports the claim that “supervisory interaction is meant both to support student 
autonomy and allow teachers to oversee students’ work and provide advice and feedback” 
(Vehviläinen, 2009b, p. 164). The examination of students’ asking for advice contributes to the line 
of research on institutional practices that are based on client’s or learner’s initiatives which has 
received little attention (Vehviläinen, 2009b) compared with a wide literature on institutional 
advice-giving with a focus on professional-initiated advice-giving (Kinnell & Maynard, 1996; 
Silverman, 1997). 
In the data, the students display varying degrees of what they know about the research and what 
they do not know and for which they need support. At times, the students might have understood 
the issues under discussion or what the supervisors have said in previous turns and they make 
other-initiated repairs (ten Have, 2007) to check whether they understand correctly. Clarification 
requests play a crucial role in contributing to the progressivity of the supervisory talk, as there 
might be interruption in the communication (Furrow & Lewis, 1987). They propose that in these 
cases, if the communication breaks down, the reason might be because they have trouble 
understanding or hearing. In the data, in most of the cases, the students have trouble understanding 
what the supervisors have said in the immediate previous turn. Clarification requests prove to be 
remarkable in the learning process, as once the students’ clarification request is clarified, it helps 
the students gain a better understanding of the matters in hand. Therefore, a look at the students’ 
clarification requests contributes to the understanding of how students become independent 
researchers.  
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In initiating a clarification request, the students make an other-initiated repair, serving “as an 
invitation request to the trouble-source speaker to provide repair solution him/herself” (Kitzinger, 
2012, p. 231). These other-initiated repairs pick up on some problem with understanding something 
the supervisor has previously said. This includes factual information (like the meaning of some 
words such as “voluntary situations”) or problems with understanding the supervisor’s proposed 
course of actions. Most of these clarification requests are locally occasioned and locally managed, 
meaning that the trouble source is in the meeting itself, rather than a problem in understanding what 
the students come into the meeting with. Those problems affect the progressivity of the talk and 
thus need to be repaired for business to go smoothly. Clarification requests, therefore, project 
clarification of trouble source.  
In the data, most of the clarification requests occur following the supervisors’ extended narratives, 
suggestions, or explanations and involve the use of the word “mean” in all the three types of 
formats employed for seeking clarification: Do you mean X?; you mean Y?; or what do you mean?. 
Most of the clarification requests are in initiating turns and only some are launched in response to 
the supervisors’ questions. In some instances, for example in Example 5-8, these clarification 
requests form the new inserted sequence belonging to a larger questioning-answering sequence 
(Schegloff, 1972, 2007). 
The interaction in the example below comes from a meeting between a student at the PCS and her 
two supervisors. In the talk leading to this interaction, Jon has explained to the student into which 
thesis chapter the background information should go. In this meeting, background material is 
referred to as descriptive material which is important to understand the research context or situation 
but it is not theoretical. Just prior to the start of this interaction, Jon mentions the case of a student 
who is asked to remove the background material from the literature review as an example. At lines 
88-91, Annie makes a request to clarify whether Sam means the student’s background material 
should be included in the literature review chapter.  
Example 5-7:   “background information” g2m4 (09:00-12:10) 
83 S-Jon:  so the person is in the process of moving that 
84         material out, it’s- it’s- 
85         (1.0) 
86 S-Jon:  it’s a big pai:nful pro:cess. ((all are smiling)) 
87         (0.7) 
88 Annie:→ so you mean that the the background information; a:h;  
89         (0.6) of that student is included in the literature  
90         review?  
91         (3.0) 
92 S-Jon:  WELL it’s about it-it-it’s about as might be he:re,  
93         (0.5) er-the sort of historical development of 
128 
 
94         particular th:ing; which which is ↑very important. in  
95         order to understa:nd er what the person is looking at,  
96         you need to understand ho:w; ho:w those concepts 
97         deve:loped historically, (0.5)and what role they have in  
98         educatio:n and; you know; and so forth. (0.4)but (0.3) 
99         th-these is those are not a >theoretical issues< 
100         there are some theoretical issues embe:dded in those=  
101 S-Sam:  =mmm 
102 S-Jon:  but those need to co:me out. 
103         (1.5)  
104  S-Jon:  so the just the histo:rical part, you know in (0.6) i:n  
105         >you know< the 1950s, the- these kinds of things happened;  
106         and then there were some changes in the 60s and 70s and  
107         80s and 90s; (0.7)these things happened; 
108 Annie:  okay ((nodding)) 
109 S-Jon:  you know; these are impo:rtant to understand what 
110         the current situation is, and why: they are that way;  
111         but there is nothing theore:tical about them. 
112         (1.1) 
113 S-Jon:  they a:re; they are descriptive.  
114         (2.4) 
115 Annie:  ((nodding)) 
116 S-Jon:  so:; (0.4) a:hm; (0.4) that sort of descriptive material, 
117         no:rmally ends up in; (0.5) you know the: either a second 
118         chapter, (1.0) if if that is quite complex, (0.6)o:r back  
119         in the first chapter. and some- sometimes people write a  
120         second chapter; and then,(0.6)end up cannibalizing it.    
121         bits of it end up back the first chapter, some ends up 
122         in the second chapter,= 
123 S-Sam:  mmm 
124 S-Jon:  = other bits end up perhaps somewhere else, if it’s  
125         looking at things like po:licy; or other things which 
126         ahm- you know er- er-where where they might be in  
127         fact be some data. so you might er English medium 
128         programmes, you might actually have a chapter 
129         which looked at the programmes in you:r; (0.6) you  
130         know in in Vietnam, and did a document study or 
131         something like that,= 
132 S-Sam:  =mmm 
133 S-Jon:  =then (0.7) you know the:se would not be he:re; 
134         but↑ you know might be in a chapter somewhere else. 
135 S-Sam:  uhm 
136         (0.7) 
137 S-Jon:  so: (0.5) a:hm; (3.1) so it isn’t, it-it isn’t a waste of  
138         time; t-to do it. if it is central to your study, which  
139         seems to me; an understanding of these issues a:re 
140         in the case of your study,  
141 S-Sam:  uhm 
142         (0.4) 
143 S-Jon:  bu:t; (0.9) whe:re the material ends up depends on the 
144         nature of the material.  
145         (6.6) 
146         (( S-Jon looks at his paper, Jon and Annie look  
147         down on the table)) 
148 S-Sam:  so yeah so you can keep working on on a:hm; (2.0) this  
149         particular aspect u:m; the context; a:h; but (2.5) but at  
150         this stage it’s- it’s- we can’t be su:re it is going to  
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151         fo:rm a separate cha:pter or; (1.4) part of the  
152         introductory chapter; perhaps;  
153 Annie:  yeah=  
154 S-Sam:  =yeah and- and and we don’t ha:ve (0.5) ma:ke any, we  
155         don’t have to take a final decision on that at this stage. 
156 Annie:  yeah 
 
In making the clarification request you mean the background information ah of that student is 
included in the literature review? (lines 88-90), Annie displays her understanding from Jon’s talk 
that the student includes the background material in the literature review and now she/he needs to 
remove it from the literature review. Annie is checking whether her understanding is correct as this 
understanding of where background material goes might affect her current work on structuring the 
first few chapters of her thesis as mentioned at the beginning of the meeting.   
Annie’s initiative in making the clarification request is picked up by Jon as a chance to provide 
more information regarding the importance of background material and where it should go in a 
thesis. He explains the importance of historical development of particular things in understanding 
what is looked at (lines 93-95). He goes further, talking about what someone needs to understand. 
What Jon and Sam are doing here is teaching Annie about dealing with background material, part of 
writing the literature review.  
It is Annie’s initiative in making the clarification request that creates this learning and teaching 
opportunity through which Annie gains knowledge of coping with background material. This in 
turn contributes to the development of students as independent researchers in the way that it helps 
students to transit from a state of uncertainty to certainty with the expert knowledge provided.   
The same pattern of interaction is observed in the next example. This interaction is part of the 
sequence initiated by the student asking whether her supervisors think teachers’ beliefs can become 
her topic research. At lines 282-288, Jon is talking about the requirement of a research topic and 
emphasises the issue of finding an answer to a research question. He then raises the question of 
what Julie really wants to know in doing her study.  
Example 5-8: “build a theory” g1m1(17:35-21:50)  
282 S-Jon:  so, (0.5) er::m (0.8) you know it needs- it needs  
283         to be mo:re than simply: (0.2) describing what (1.2) 
284         the beliefs are.  
285         (3.9) 
286 S-Jon:  it needs to be the::n; (0.5) () related (0.4)to  
287         something that’s (where it’s) looking fo:r, (0.4) an 
288         answer to a question. 
289         (1.9) 
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290 S-Jon:  I- I gue:ss; (1.0) the question is still is, (0.4) what do  
291         you, what do you really want to know; 
292         (3.0)  
293 Julie:→ so you mean that it’s not important enough? to: (0.6) 
294         bui:ld a theory related to: that topic? (0.8) the the  
295         teachers’ perception.  
296         (2.5) 
297 S-Jon:  we:ll, but I mean what is the question. you:’re you:’re 
298         you’re you’re you’re, you’re sa:ying you want to look  
299         at,(1.0) at teachers’ (0.4) teachers’ beliefs (0.3) about  
300         culture. (2.0) so (1.7) that that (0.6)if you just went  
301         and did that, you could do a very large survey, and  that  
302         would be big enough for a PhD study. 
303 S-Sam:  =mm 
304         (0.7) 
305 S-Jon:  e:r, (0.4) but (0.6) it wouldn’t be a PhD study, because 
306         it’s not really answering a question; it’s, it’s a very 
307         descriptive, (1.0) you’d be able to say these are the  
308         different belie:fs (0.4) that they sa:y they ha:ve, (1.2)  
309         a:nd, you know, er, you might be able to rela:te that  
310         ba:ck to so:me (0.9) er notions of psycholo:gical,(0.9)  
311         structures about beliefs or something, but I don’t  
312         know if there is (0.4)belie:fs about (0.9) structu- e:r;  
313         (1.3) e:rm; (0.7) a theoretical stru:cture that 
314         is related to: (0.5) um beliefs about teaching cultu:re  
315          or something. 
316          (1.2) 
317 S-Jon:  but if (0.7) e:rm; (3.5) so; so; I think the question  
318         (0.3)still i- still that I have ((gazing at Sam)) 
319         i:s I- I don’t understand what the- (1.4) what it  
320         is that you rea:lly want to understand.  
321         (2.3) 
322 S-Jon:  you know ma:ybe ma:ybe we are having a:: a b- a bit of  
323         a la:nguage problem;((gazing at Sam)) I don’t  
324          know.((smiling)) 
325 S-Sam:  (hihihi) 
326 Julie:  ((smiling)) 
327 S-Sam:  okay. suppose you we:re, suppose you we:re, you  
328         were doing a survey and try:ing to understand  
329         their beliefs, you know what the, what kind 
330         of beliefs they have in their culture,  
331         and then you are also doing some kind of classroom    
332         observation (and etcetera and et[cetera])= 
333 Julie:                                   [  yes ] 
334 S-Sam:  = and then you are also try:ing to understand whether  
335         those beliefs are reflected in the practice or not. 
336 Julie:  yes. 
337         (0.7) 
338 S-Sam:  the next question then is “why is this important”; (1.1)  
339         ho:w is it going to: (1.6) ho:w these findings are  
340         going to be important; in the, in the area of language 
341         teaching and learning or teacher education in general. 
342        (1.4) 
343 Julie:  e::r; I think that (0.4) teaching culture is a very lo:ng,  
344        (1.0) and complicated process,  
345        (0.3) 
346 S-Sam:  yes, 
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347 Julie:  and first of all, (0.7) e:r; teachers’ kno:wledge and  
348        (1.8) back- background about the culture is important. 
349        (1.3) 
350 S-Sam:  you mea[n,] 
351 Julie:         [so] (4.1) teachers should have a good u:m  
352         knowledge, related to what they they they are teaching. 
353         (1.5) 
354 S-Jon:  so that suggests (0.2) if if those are important things  
355         that these, this would be information you would need to    
356         collect; (0.4) along with then their beliefs about  
357         teaching culture. (0.6) what sort of background trai:ning,  
358 S-Sam:  [mhm] 
359 S-Jon:  [exp]erience, 
360 S-Sam:  um hm  
361         (1.9) 
362 S-Sam:  right. 
363 S-Jon:  ha- ha- did they have, (4.0) so that makes  
364         what you’re looking at a bit richer, but it’s 
365         sti:ll; (0.7) it’s sti:ll; (3.6) it’s still 
366         not (1.9) bringing us to the poi:nt whe:re (0.2) 
367         we could say,  why: would somebody be, why would 
368         somebody e:lse be interested in this. what is (0.2) 
369         who’s- what is the theoretical understa:nding; what 
370         is the understa:nding; (0.7)  that the more general 
371         understanding (0.5) that (0.6) e:r; your study would 
372         be, would be addressing. 
 
After a long gap of 3 seconds, Julie initiates a clarification request about Jon’s previous turns so you 
mean it’s not important enough to build a theory relate to that topic? (line 293-294). In using you 
mean to initiate the clarification request, Julie frames the information addressed as being within 
Jon’s epistemic domain and thus only Jon has primary access to that knowledge. She has framed 
what she is doing as build a theory related to that topic? (line 294) while Jon is indicating that she 
needs to be actually addressing a question what do you really want to know (line 291) or what it is 
that you really want to understand (lines 319-320). The personal pronoun you here refers to Julie.  
By requesting a clarification, Julie becomes engaged in a pedagogical situation in which she 
receives teaching from both supervisors on the issue of framing the research question for a PhD 
study which is evident in their multi-extended turns following Julie’s clarification request (lines 
293-341). In delivering their turns, they also teach Julie that theses need to go beyond just 
description and must address larger questions. The outcome of the pedagogical situation can be seen 
very later in the meeting when Julie expresses her understanding of the path she should follow and 
that she needs to form a theoretical argument for her study so that her study will provide an answer 
to a question, which she is not clear about, as displayed in this interaction.   
132 
 
What the students are doing in these interactions indicates that they are orienting to their 
development as independent researchers by taking responsibility for their research through their 
initiatives in bringing up issues in the meetings. Taking initiatives is also one of the eight 
responsibilities listed by Abiddin & West (2007b) in their study of supervision practices for foreign 
graduate research students. Taking responsibility for one’s own study is expected not just for 
foreign graduate students but for all students. It is interesting to note that in their study, which 
identified the type and level of support given to foreign graduate research students by their 
supervisors and universities, only 75 out of 110 student participants accounting for 68.2% students 
agreed or strongly agreed that taking the initiative in raising problems or difficulties is one of the 
responsibilities of a PhD student while 15.3% strongly disagreed and disagreed.  
Analyses of actions initiated by students have shown that students benefit from outcomes of the 
interactions, eliciting supervisors’ experience and knowledge through taking initiatives. Therefore, 
the examination of students’ taking initiative supports that taking responsibility is what students 
have to do. As the current study can point out the students’ activities of taking the initiative in 
raising problems in supervision meetings, it provides a potential area for further research on what 
kinds of issues should be discussed in supervision meetings. Ideally, there might be a call for 
research on predicting what issues should be addressed by supervisors and what issues remain PhD 
students’ responsibilities. 
In addition to taking responsibility for the study, the students in the data display their competency 
and orientation towards being independent researchers by voicing their opinions about their 
research or what should be done as a next step for progressing the thesis and demonstrating their 
knowledge and potential capability for conducting an independent research task. Nonetheless, at the 
same time, the students still position the supervisors as experts who are able to judge their work. 
The students’ turns are followed by the supervisors’ turns giving feedback on what the students 
have done, or responding to the students’ opinions. In many cases, the supervisors take up 
opportunities to teach students.  
5.2.2. Voicing opinions 
In voicing their own opinions, the students show their competency by expressing their own 
perspectives on the matters at hand. In the data, they display their ownership of the thesis by 
putting forward their own ideas regarding various issues in the research, including plans or 
proposals for what they should be doing next, and how they have come up with a plan. In so doing, 
they appear to be the authors of the thesis. However, as the students are at an early stage of their 
candidature, they voice their opinions while still positioning themselves as novices and treating the 
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supervisors as experts. Closer inspection of the interactions shows that the students voice their 
opinion by proposing their plans, talking about what they have done, or providing information for 
the supervisors to offer feedback on their work on. Based on the supervisors’ feedback, the students 
can adjust or proceed with their study. Example 5-9 and example 5-10 illustrate how the students 
voice opinions.  
Example 5-9, part of which was already used in chapter 4 (example 4-12) for an illustration of the 
supervisors’ teaching, focuses on the student voicing her opinion through proposing preparing the 
method for her pilot study. Prior to this interaction, Julie, the student and the two supervisors, Sam 
and Jon, have talked about the usefulness of conducting a pilot study.  
Example 5-9: “prepare the method” g1m7 (37:16-38:37) 
93 S-Jon:  but (.) e:r if that could be do:ne 
94         (0.4)this yea:r¿ (0.6)while(0.3)there 
95         are some people there that (.) 
96         you kno:w (.)you 
97         could (0.6) that you could  
98         <co:ntact>, that- tha:t would be: 
99         (2.0) I think that would be he:lpful; 
100         (.)in (1.0)in actually fra:ming your study? 
101         (2.2) 
102         maybe¿(.)I-I >don’t know< 
103         (0.3) 
104 Julie:  pi:lot? 
105         (0.4) 
106 S-Sam:  that’s right, yea:h .hh (0.2) doing some  
107         (2.6)preliminary investigation. 
108         (1.6) 
109 Julie:→  but befo:re (.) I do that, I think I should prepare the  
110         method? 
111         (2.2) 
112 S-Jon:  we:ll you need the method, you nee:d 
113         the method for the pilot study. and 
114         thi:nking about; what you might learn from 
115         that, that would then contribute to the methodo- 
116         yeah; so you need to have  
117         so:me; at least general notions of  
118         method; methodology; that’s why  
119         I say it’s too early at the moment; 
120         perhaps to: to think about that. but 
121         certainly we c- certainly tha:t might be (1.5)a very 
122         useful wa:y; (1.0) a very useful way, to go.  
123         and (0.6) would (0.4) would allo:w you to:; build 
124         up the study empirically. 
125 S-Sam:  mm 
At lines 109-110, Julie displays her understanding of what she should do next but before I do that, I 
think I should prepare the method?. Starting her turn with the contrastive but (Schiffrin, 1987), Julie 
signals that what she is going to say is different from what the supervisors have talked about, thus 
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reflecting her independent thinking. She then prefaces her idea with the epistemic phrase I think 
plus the raising intonation at the end of the utterance, designing her turn as checking with the 
supervisors, Sam and Jon, whether it is appropriate to prepare the method. Sam takes this up as an 
opportunity to teach Julie about the importance of research methods for pilot studies. By voicing her 
opinion in that way, Julie is availing herself of the learning opportunity she creates by herself to 
gain knowledge from Sam, while she still displays her orientation to ownership of her thesis.  
The same pattern in the previous example is observed in example 5-10 which is reused from 
Example 4-4 that illustrates how supervisors provide students with factual information. In this 
interaction, Annie, the student, proposes a course of action prefaced with the epistemic downgrade I 
think. The interaction occurs nearly at the start of the meeting after Annie has handed in work to 
Sam and Jon, her two supervisors: her plan for chapter two and some references for the literature 
review chapter.  
Example 5-10: “chapter one” g2m4 (06:33-07:20)  
 
11 Annie:→ ◦and for◦ a:hm; Sam’s erh comments 
12         on the final email:;((gazes at Sam)) 
13         I think that through the: ahm chapter two here, 
14         I can add some of the: ahm; (1.5) ahm 
15         (0.7) detai:ls in chapter two into 
16         the introduction regarding to Vietnam’s (1.0) 
17         a:hm; social and political con[ditions. ] 
18         ((gazes at Sam))  
19 S-Sam:                                [yeah yeah] usually in  
20         chapter one we have (1.4)((gaze at supervisor 2)) 
21         we have bits and pieces of almost  
22         e:verything. ((gazes at supervisor 2)) 
23         (0.8) 
24 Annie:  ◦yeah ahm;◦ 
25 S-Sam:  ◦uhm;◦ 
26 Annie:  ahm; 
27         (3.7) 
28 S-Jon:  chapter one; chapter one((gazes at Sam))is try:ing 
29         (.) to provi:de; (1.0) a kind of su:mmary of the: 
30         (1.4) main issues and arguments without getting into 
31         them. (0.6) to any great depth,=((gazes at Sam)) 
32 S-Sam:  =mmm that’s right. 
Annie starts the sequence by addressing Sam’s comment on her work via email and proposes to 
move some details from chapter two into the introductory chapter I think that through the ahm 
chapter two here, I can add some of the ahm ahm details in chapter two into the introduction 
regarding to Vietnam’s ahm social and political conditions (lines 13-17). Annie’s gaze at Sam 
selects him as the next speaker, thus indicating that she is looking for agreement with or approval of 
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her proposal for the next action from Sam. By proposing what she is doing next in this way, Annie 
shows that she is taking ownership of her thesis while still relying on the supervisors for support.  
Both Sam and Jon treat Annie as lacking knowledge of the content of chapter one of the thesis. This 
is evident in the ways they respond to Annie. In response, Sam talks about the content of chapter 
one in general. The use of usually in usually in chapter one (lines 19-20) projects that what he is 
going to talk about chapter one is drawn from something generic. Jon is also mentioning the goal of 
chapter one, taking a knowing stance chapter one is trying to provide a kind of summary of the main 
issues and arguments without getting into them to any great depth (lines 28-31).  
The examination of the interactions in which the students voice their opinions has suggested that the 
students at this early stage of their candidature are taking steps to becoming independent 
researchers. It also shows that the students though they voice their opinions still resort to the 
supervisors as experts who are able to approve their proposals or confirm their information. As 
such, they balance between seeking guidance, advice and developing student autonomy.  
5.2.3. Demonstrating knowledge and potential capability  
When the students demonstrate what they already know and their potential capability for carrying 
out some research tasks, they display their degrees of working as independent researchers. In the 
data, the students’ display of knowledge is mostly based on their current reading that leads them to 
a certain stage in the research process such as stating the research problem (example 5-11) or 
redesigning a framework (example 5-12).  
The interaction in example 5-11 occurs quite early in the meeting between Annie and her 
supervisors, Sam and Jon. Note that this example is the same as example 4-10 in Chapter 4 to 
investigate supervisors’ questioning as a tool to develop student autonomy. Prior to the interaction 
in this example, Jon and Sam have read Annie’s written work that she handed in to them at the 
beginning of the meeting. This interaction centres on Annie’s response to Jon’s question of her 
study focus.  
Example 5-11: “what would you say?” g2m3 (07:55- 08:35)  
109 S-Jon:  ↑okay. so:::; (7.3) what i:s, what would you sa:y¿ 
110         (1.2) the problem or the issue is, that the study 
111         the stu:dy is focusing on. 
112         (3.3) 
113 Annie:→ ahm- well, I think that- ahm- the EMI in (.) Vietnam 
114         hasn’t been a:hm- stu:died? and ahm- I I find  
115         that EMI has different approaches, and ahm-rationales 
116         in ↑different country, ahm- because it depends 
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117         on the situation the the conte:xt of the EMI. so I 
118         think that by e:xploring the EMI in (1.2) in Vietnam 
119         I can ahm-ahm gain another dimension of of EMI in 
120         (1.6) in a new context¿ in different conte:xts¿ 
121         (1.8) 
122 Annie:→ and ahm- (2.5)I want to use the language 
123         in education (forming) and the agency: 
124         (0.5) to interview uhm the (0.5) >the the< 
125         different stakeholders: (0.5) related in the 
126         EMI: (0.5) to see how they understand the 
127         policy and (0.3) to compare with the imple- 
128         me:ntation, (0.7) of EMI in (1.1) in the 
129         university:. 
130         (3m; 31s.) 
131 S-Jon:  Mm::m (7.0) you’ve clearly done (0.5) a lot of (1.6)  
132         thi:nking and rea:ding.  
133 S-Sam:  ◦mm.◦ 
 
Jon first asks what is, but then he makes a self-repair, quickly reformulating the question without a 
minimal gap with what would you say (line 109). It seems with the reformulation what would you 
say Jon ascertains Annie’s access to the knowledge of the focus of the study, making her 
responsible for showing what she thinks she is doing.  
As a result of the way Jon asks the question, Annie’s response does not simply state the problem but 
also provides an elaboration of the issue under examination. This can be found in Annie’s response 
at lines 115-116 where she demonstrates her knowledge of the context of EMI: that EMI has 
different approaches and ahm rationales in different country. Annie, therefore, provides some 
background information of the issue that her study is focusing on, the EMI (English as a medium of 
instruction) in Vietnam. In the rest of her extended turn, Annie moves on to talk specifically about 
what she prefers to do in her study. By demonstrating her knowledge regarding the issue under the 
question, Annie gains an opportunity to elicit knowledge and expertise from the supervisors, which 
is evident in their extended responses later in the interaction that is not shown in the transcript. Up 
to now, it can be seen from this analysis and the analysis of the same interaction examining  
supervisors’ questioning in Example 4-10 (Section 4.2.5) that Jon’s question creates an opportunity 
for Annie to demonstrate her knowledge, which in turn enables Jon and Sam to provide further 
information useful for her study. As such, the achievement of the interactional is gained by joint 
understanding between participants throughout the sequential trajectory. 
Similarly, in example 5-12, Julie demonstrates what she has been doing so far that helps her to 
identify a framework for her study. The interaction in this example occurs quite early at the 
meeting. The sequence starts with Jon inviting Julie to update her recent work (lines 56-57).            
Example 5-12: “redesign it” g1m6 (02:58-05:04) 
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51 S-Jon:  so you have been you have been working hard  
52         anyway on you:r; 
53            (0.5) 
54 Julie:  yeah I hope so I hope ◦that it’s effe:ctive; hehehe◦  
55         (0.2) 
56 S-Jon:  ↑okay. so; (0.4) e::rm; so tell me >a little bit< about,  
57         what you have been doing, to (.) to get to this point.  
58         (1.1) 
59 Julie:→ a::h; first of all, I start read some bilingualism  
60         theories, 
61 S-Jon:  um hm 
62 Julie:→ I started writing, but then I:; I stop a:nd; ((laughs)) 
63         and move to bilingual identity, 
64         (0.6) 
65 S-Jon:  um hm? 
66 Julie:→ I (1.6) I have read some articles, (0.6) I read the; 
67         (    ) Fielding’s views, 
68 S-Jon:  mhm,= 
69 Julie:  =u::m; (0.9) her framework,is very carefully, then 
70         I look at the factors she suggested¿   
71 S-Jon:  mm; 
72 Julie:→ and then I:; I want to check the:n; her views, 
73         so I read many articles related to the:; 
74 S-Jon:  um 
75         (1.6) 
76 Julie:  these; these ideas, and then I think um; (1.5) um 
77         ↑thi:s framework, is rather general for me. 
78 S-Jon:  mm? 
79 Julie:→ so I’d like to (0.9) redesign it? 
80         (0.5) 
81 S-Jon:  yep. 
82 Julie:  with my own idea:s; and what I find out from the 
83         articles.  
84         (0.5) 
85 S-Jon:  yeah. (0.4) okay; so:; (0.5) so it seems to me what you 
86         have done, which it seems to me, is very good.  
87         I mean this is this is now starting the ki:nd 
88         of thinking you need to be doing, right? for a 
89         thesis. you’ve looked at the co:ncepts that  
90         are involved and you’ve deconstructed them, you’ve  
91         pulled them apart? 
92 Julie:  yeah. 
93         (0.2) 
94 S-Jon:  alright? to look at the:m; and you’ve rethought 
95         them,(0.7) a:h; you’ve thought about them in your o:wn 
96         (0.7) co:ntext¿ and you’ve begun to reconstruct 
97         the concepts er; (0.7) again, so (0.4) you know 
98         this is; the:se; this is the: (0.5) these are the factors 
99         fro:m; 
100         (0.4) 
101 Julie:  from Fielding; 
102 S-Jon:  from from F-(.) you know from Fielding.= 
103 Julie:  =yes; 
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In response to Jon’s request, Julie talks about what she has done recently, which involves reading 
some bilingualism theories first (lines 59-60), then writing (line 62), before moving on to bilingual 
identity (line 63).  She then mentions a specific framework which she thinks is general for her study 
after reading many articles related to the factors mentioned in the framework. She also expresses 
that she wants to redesign the framework to fit her own study: I like to redesign it (line 79) with my 
own ideas (line 82). In presenting all this work, Julie is exhibiting that she is the person who is 
developing ideas for her study, thus contributing to signalling her ownership of the thesis. In 
addition, she creates the floor for Jon to take up to give assessments on her current work which is in 
turn beneficial to her.   
In both of the examples above, the supervisors provide assessments on the students’ work based on 
their updated information of their progress, which in turn benefits the students in that it helps them 
to progress further with their research activities. Without taking initiatives, the students cannot gain 
or elicit that knowledge and expertise from the supervisors. This is because participants design their 
turns according to what co-participants know in institutional settings. The analyses, therefore, show 
how students and supervisors collaboratively construct the institutional order of the supervisor- 
student interaction.  
The above interactions have shown that, at the early stage of the candidature, the students 
demonstrate their competency and orientations towards achieving the goal of supervision. The 
analyses have demonstrated how they take responsibility for the study, voice opinions and 
demonstrate knowledge and potential capability while resorting to the supervisors as sources of 
factual information, guidance, and advice. However, they somehow demonstrate their reservation in 
their conduct. This might be partially due to their limited knowledge as they are at an early stage of 
the candidature.  
5.3. Display towards independent researchers at the TRS  
In most of the interactions examined between the students at the PCS and the supervisors as 
presented in the previous sections, a participation asymmetry is observed. In such interactions, the 
supervisors do most of the talk, delivering multi-extended turns, explaining or teaching the students 
how to approach a variety of research tasks (see Section 5.2). The students do not display clear 
responses to the supervisors’ advice or suggestions (e.g., examples 5-2, 5-5, and 5-6). The problems 
encountered by students at the PCS are related to framing research topic, methodology (approaching 
potential participants, designing a research questionnaire or survey, theoretical framework, etc.), 
reading materials, allocating time for different research tasks (writing a literature review or reading 
some materials), and basic concepts related to the research topic. Only in some interactions do the 
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students do most of the talk. This is when they demonstrate their knowledge or capability of 
conducting a research task usually in response to a supervisor’s question (see Section 5.2.3). 
However, in these cases, the students’ talk is followed by the supervisors’ extended judgement of 
the students’ work or advice.  
By the TRS, students should have the majority of their thesis written according to the institutional 
guidelines (see Section 2.1). Students will receive comments on the content and structure of the 
thesis and suggestions for making it ready for submission. The focus of this stage is on the 
attainment of a complete, good thesis. As a result, the topics of the meetings are more about issues 
related to structuring writing with microstyle, including structural issues such as style and structure 
at level of words, sentences and paragraphs, and macrostyle comprised of larger blocks and the 
overall structure and sequence such as headings, subheadings, and sub-sub-headings or chapter 
structure. Most of these issues are mentioned in Eley (2012). At this stage, students are expected to 
show an increased ownership of their thesis. They should show that they have become independent 
and fully authored of their own work. This entails that they have become more knowledgeable and 
competent in coming up with alternatives or solutions to their problems. The students now learn 
from the talk being described as discussion.  
In the data, the students have a tendency to clearly demonstrate what actions they will be taking: 
accepting or rejecting the supervisors’ suggestions or advice (e.g., example 5-13 and 5-18). 
Therefore, the students at this later stage of the candidature display more of their ownership of the 
thesis and growing independence, which falls within the supervisors’ view of learning to research 
as journeying, mentioned in Bruce & Stoodley’s (2013) study. In an interview in their study, one 
supervisor expresses: 
There’s a big difference between the beginning and the end of the PhD … I expect them to take more and more 
responsibility as they go along … by the end the student should be functioning like we do as colleagues. (I20) 
                  (Bruce & Stoodley, 2013, p. 236) 
This section shows how the students at this stage function as independent researchers, in the ways 
they take responsibility for their study, voice their opinions, make their own decisions, and 
claiming their independent knowledge. It then discusses the contribution of the explications of 
students’ display towards independent researchers to the knowledge about students’ learning at 
doctoral level and to the understanding of supervision pedagogy.  
5.3.1. Taking responsibility for the study  
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Students at both the PCS and TRS show that they take responsibility for their study by taking the 
initiative in bringing up issues for discussion in the meetings and reporting their current progress. 
However, the students at the TRS show that they are more competent and decisive in the way they 
become involved in the talk. They seem to contribute more to the talk. Besides initiating issues, 
they produce upshots affirmatively.  
The following example illustrates a student taking responsibility for the study by seeking the 
supervisor’s confirmation of the type of analysis she is using in her draft thesis: “coarse analysis”. 
The example also shows how independent the student is when she produces the upshot following 
the supervisor’s explanation.  
Example 5-13: “coarse analysis” g8m4 (25: 07-26:05) 
143. Helen:  so, just some sort of yeah just some sort of 
144.         indications is there any sorts of patterns coming 
145.         out, that kind of thing. But I talk about that;  
146.         and talk about the trends that; (0.9) I’m ↑see:ing but 
147.         >you know<, and so potentially they they (0.8) could be 
148.         ahm addressed by a second (film) season. 
149.         (0.8) 
150. S-Jan:  >could I just< I’m sorry cause I’m noticing  
151.         coarse analysis he:re? 
152.         ((pointing to the laptop screen)) 
153. Helen:→ is that called coarse analysis? 
154. S-Jan:  initial analysis. >I know what you mean< you’re just  
155.         looking for stuff; but >when you say to me<. I looked,  
156.         frame by frame, and gave a mark every time; I saw i- a  
157.         specific beha:viour, that sounds like fine-grained  
158.         analysis, to me; so: that’s when you look at something, in 
159.         ↑really high magnification; frame by frame, you  
160.         ↑work out, what’s going on, and THE::N coarse  
161.         analysis is when you go alright, now when you  
162.         look over here, I’m gonna look at these snippets, of 
163.         ti:me, that’s mo:re coarse, 
164. Helen:  mm 
165. Helen:→ well, I’ll leave out the word coarse, or fine 
166.         grain then,  
167. S-Jan:  ye:s.  
168.         (0.3) 
169. Helen:→ and just say initial. 
170. S-Jan:  yeah initial analysis. 
 
In interrupting Helen by saying I am noticing coarse analysis here (lines 150-151), Jan treats the 
use of the term coarse analysis as problematic. In response, Helen asks is that called coarse 
analysis? (line 153), seeking Jan’s confirmation of the appropriateness of this use. In asking a yes/ 
no question, Helen positions herself in an inferior state of knowledge relative to Jane (Heritage, 
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2012a, 2012b; Raymond & Heritage, 2006). She, at the same time, displays her uncertainty of this 
kind of analysis.  
In response to Helen’s question, Jane suggests initial analysis (line 154). In the rest of the turn, she 
explains to Helen the concept of fine-grained analysis (lines 156-158) and of coarse analysis (lines 
159-161). Jan ultimately prods Helen to change coarse analysis to something which is more 
suitable. In explaining these concepts to Helen, Jane appears to treat Helen as lacking 
understanding of these concepts.  
Following Jan’s response, Helen produces an upshot, making a decision on a solution I’ll leave out 
the word coarse or fine-grain then (lines 165-166) and just say initial (line 169). It can be seen that 
with Jane’s teaching or explaining the concepts of coarse analysis and fine-grained analysis, Helen 
is able to confidently make a decision on which word to use, taking charge of her work. Therefore, 
Helen takes up Jane’s suggestion at the same time. Helen’s upshot at the end of the sequence 
indicates a change in Helen’s epistemic position from unknowing, which was demonstrated by the 
interrogative question (line 153), to knowing. The sequence closes with the epistemic equilibrium 
being reached.  
The analysis not only shows how Helen takes initiatives in seeking confirmation but it also 
pinpoints the impact of this initiative. The problem under discussion has been solved as a result of 
collaborative activities of both participants. Helen takes initiatives in seeking confirmation, 
eliciting Jane’ knowledge on which Helen bases to make her own decision. It would not have been 
solved if Helen had not taken initiatives in checking it. This interaction gains an immediate 
outcome which is not common in the meetings between supervisors and students at PCS. One 
possible reason for this difference is that students at the TRS are more mature and more 
knowledgeable as a result of the development over the candidature. Therefore, the students at the 
TRS are in a position to make own decisions. Another underlying reason might be in relation to the 
requirement for the thesis completion within the timeframe.  
Example 5-14 illustrates Emily’s, the student’s, growing competency through interaction in which 
she initiates her uncertainty about dealing with direct quotes. In the talk leading to this initiation, 
Jon, the supervisor, has responded to the student’s concern about the issue of citing in the thesis. 
Just prior to this initiation, Jon has mentioned that over-citation can be avoided by using 
explanatory paragraphs rather than direct quotes.  
 
Example 5-14: “direct quotes” g4m1 (08:27-14:25) 
 
217 Emily:  for the only direct quotes,(0.6)from the document I 
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218       → think is; (1.7) that o:ne, (1.8) then (0.6)even that >I’m 
219         not;< I wasn’t su:re; (1.5) if (0.9) it’s (0.5) it should 
220         be quoted like that or:; 
221         (0.4) 
222 S-Jon:  no well <I mean that>(.) I mean that (0.3)that th- 
223         that’s (0.5) that’s fine. (1.0) but (0.4) e::r; (0.3) 
224         for s-the another way would be to:; (0.5) that would 
225         make these SMaller would be to::: er; (4.9) to (0.3) to 
226         have some abbreviations that went wi:th;  
227         (1.2) 
228 Emily:  ◦ah◦ 
229 S-Jon:  you know went(0.3) went with tho:se; so; (0.8) e:r; (3.6) 
230         (you know) (0.7) here (0.2) here after abbreviated o:r; 
231         er (1.8) or something like that, put a list of  
232         abbreviations in the; (2.5)you know in the fro:nt and  
233         references. 
234         (0.7) 
235 S-Jon:  so I mean that, again there are some ways to try to 
236         deal with this. So that, (2.9) a:h; it’s one of the 
237         reasons that (1.0) at least in some areas (0.4)people  
238         prefer footnotes, because (1.2)this this is (0.4)less  
239         interruptive of reading. you know of reading the text.  
240         (0.7)than; (1.7)BUT (0.4)e:r; (0.2) one way to deal with  
241         it, (2.6) may be to::; (0.6)as I say; to 
242         have a paragraph for something which (0.9) you know; 
243         (0.3) explains that(2.0)in in in fact you have (.) you 
244         have (0.8) some discussion of that in in (0.4) in the 
245         introduction. (0.8) right? (0.4) when (.) when you you 
246         indicate that part one is the document study and so 
247         forth. (0.5)so maybe (0.5)you know e::r then 
248         (1.5)it’s only necessary to indicate whe:re; (0.7)what  
249         documents are being dra:wn on and so forth. e::r- 
250         (7.0) 
251 S-Jon:  becau:se; (7.8) ↑while you don’t, (1.2) it’s it’s it’s a 
252         difficult thing. while you don’t (.) don’t want it to: 
253         (0.5) to you know to appear to be (0.5)p↑lagiarized in 
254         any way. on the other hand, (0.5) e:r; (0.4) you know, 
255         (1.5) if what you’re doing is constructing a test that 
256         is text that is primarily fro:m; from these documents and 
257         this is the purpose of the text, then e:rm;(1.3) if- if  
258         you sort of have to cite every; (0.9) every bit 
259         everywhere,(the the) (1.9)it it it breaks- it ends up 
260         breaking the text to the point, where it almost 
261         becomes unreadable.  
262 Emily:  mm. 
263         (0.8) 
264 S-Jon:  ↑so:; (0.5) e:rm;(0.8)you know in in in in some cases, 
265         you know, e:r; you can say something. you can o↑ften say 
266         something, like you know the material in the section 
267         was taken from; (0.9) e:r; the university website on such  
268         and such a date or whatever it was. 
269 Emily:  so, I can do tha:t, 
270         (0.5) 
271 Emily:→ like here I say it about about:: (1.0) engineering 
272         accreditation so it would be from the EAC (0.5) manual,  
273 S-Jon:  mhm.  
274 Emily:→ or website and I cite that, and then about the a:h; 
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275         university education structure; and I can cite from the   
276         document that I: have; (0.4) and the historical background  
277         from the website.  
278         (0.9) 
279 S-Jon:  yea:h↓ and [you know] 
280 Emily:             [  so    ]  
281 S-Jon:  so so ↑you know er- (0.8) you you can you can indicate 
282         then that you know, er you know that a:h; unless then  
283         there a:re specific ↑quotes, and so forth that and that  
284         you know it’s understood that that’s where this material  
285         has come from in you know in in this chapter.   
286 Emily:  mm. (0.3) okay.  
287 S-Jon:  so er you know so (0.2)so e:r; (1.1) 
288         so so (0.2) so you’re 
289         making it, you’re making it c↑lear that you know the 
290         material has been ↑draw:n from particular places. 
291         because ↑otherwise they say it can end up being (1.0) 
292         a:h; (0.6) very interruptive of (0.3) a text which you are 
293         trying to (0.5) e:r; (0.4) you know that this is this 
294         material is summary materials from; (1.4) from (0.6) 
295         from the sources (0.8) these sources and (0.8) er you know 
296         (3.0) unless (3.7) unless otherwise stated that  
297         material comes from these sources, and >you know< (0.6)  
298         quotes the quotes do: need to be specifically cited but  
299         (0.6) e:r; (1.0) because some of these thi:ngs a:re (0.6)  
300         e:r;(3.4) might otherwise take up quite a lot of space  
301         (1.7) oin your texto. 
302 Emily:  mm:; 
303 S-Jon:  any way I mean I think we need, we just need to see ho:w  
304         (1.9) how that works. but it-it is it is possible to:  
305         (0.5) you know to do that sort of thing. 
306         (0.9) ◦where e:r; (1.4) particular particularly  here  
307         again, e:r;(2.0) these are; these are not in a sense (0.6) 
308         people’s ideas and so fo:rth.  
309         (0.6) 
310 Emily:  mm= 
311 S-Jon:  =you know we’re not looking so much at individuals as a:s 
312         the documents and so on so forth, but they are setting out 
313         general principles that people can a- as long 
314         as they know what the documents are 
315 Emily:  ◦mm mm◦ 
316 S-Jon:  (>they can have a look at them<)  
317 Emily:→ ◦okay◦. so I’ve had an idea about that. 
 
In the talk leading to this interaction, Jon has explained to Emily how to quote properly. He 
mentions direct quotes in his previous turn. Emily then self-selects to raise her concern about being 
not sure about her direct quotes. Emily presents her uncertainty about direct quotes as problematic 
with I wasn’t sure it should be quoted like that or (line 219-220). With the use of the modal 
auxiliary “should” in the incomplete declarative question, Emily, at the same time, defers to Jon’s 
epistemic authority, positioning Jon as an expert who is able to confirm whether the quote is correct 
or not.  
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Jon first acknowledges that what Emily is doing is fine. However, he then opens up another 
alternative for Emily to consider. He encourages Emily to think more about the problem with his 
emphasis there are some ways to try to deal with this (line 235-236), opening more options and 
alternatives for her to consider. Jon does not tell Emily exactly how she can cite a direct a quote, but 
he opens up some alternatives. Thus, Emily needs to think more about choosing which way works 
best in her thesis. It is Jon’s pedagogy-oriented approach that encourages Emily to improve the skill 
of using direct quotes, a skill that needs to be learned. It is a skill necessary for writing the thesis.  
This becomes evident in the talk later in the interaction where Emily demonstrates her 
understanding of what Jon has explained to her by giving examples of some of her references (lines 
271-277). After Jon’s extended explanation in the following turns (287-314), Emily explicitly 
acknowledges that she has an idea about dealing with direct quotes okay so I have an idea about 
that (line 317). Emily launches a sequence-closing sequence (Schegloff, 2007). Emily’s claim of 
understanding of using direct quotes signals a change in Emily’s epistemic position from less 
knowledgeable at the beginning of the sequence, which was indicated in her uncertainty of citing 
direct quotes properly (lines 217-220) to a knowing position. This change in Emily’s epistemic 
position is negotiated and achieved through the collaboration between participants. Specifically, it is 
achieved by Emily’s initiative in bringing up the issue and Jon’s pedagogical act of building in his 
explanation to Emily orientations to different ways of dealing with the matter formulated.       
Like the students at the PCS, the students at the TRS also take the initiative in seeking clarification 
from their supervisors, which shows that they are taking charge of their study (see Section 5.2.1). 
However, as mentioned above, the students at the TRS demonstrate their growing competency in 
supervisory talk. In cases of clarification requests, their growing competency is demonstrated in the 
proposition of the request. In all cases, clarification requests are confirmed briefly by the 
supervisors, which in turn shows that the students’ understanding is correct. Meanwhile, 
clarification-seeking sequences initiated by the students at the PCS involve much explanation from 
the supervisors regarding the issue under discussion, and this reflects, to some extent, the students’ 
limited understanding of such issues (Example 5-7 and 5-8, Section 5.2.1).  
In this case, Emily, the student, seeks clarification from Jon, the supervisor, on his equivocal 
suggestion for using “number” instead of “percentages” in presenting data analysis. In this meeting, 
Emily and Jon are working on Emily’s draft thesis, with some of Jon’s written feedback.  
Example 5-15:  “number, not percentage” g4m1 (15:00-16:25) 
329 S-Jon:  and again I think I wouldn’t; (0.4) I- I don’t 
330         think I would u:se percentages. 
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331         (0.2) 
332 Emily:  mm:; okay; so I was a bit (0.7) [confu:sed with that too.] 
333 S-Jon:                                  [Yeah   I-  I   I mean be]  
334         cause because a::h; (1.0) that 
335         works if you have a la:rge 
336         number of [people;] 
337 Emily:            [yea:h; ] I know; 
338 S-Jon:  but when you say twe:lve percent you know; and that’s or  
339         [  or  e-  e-   eight  percent; ]= 
340 Emily:  [yeah I find it really stra:nge;] 
341 Sup:    or eight and a quarter percent and that’s one person. 
342         (0.4)  
343 Emily:  ((laugh)) 
344 S-Jon:  we:ll; (1.3) >you know< so::; (0.5) I- I- I think it’s-  
345         and it also will he:lp; it will 
346         allow you to si:mplify; (0.4) it will allow you 
347         to simplify your writing. 
348         (2.8)   
349 S-Jon:  a::h; (0.3) a:nd (0.9) prese:nt this as (0.5) >you know<  
350         as- as a mo::re; (1.2) a more ge:neral; (0.6) a general  
351         sort of picture; again you’re- you’re tryi:ng to be:;    
352         (0.6) he:re; (0.7) descri:ptive of  
353         the kind of (0.4) background and issues that people a:re;  
354         you know are bringing to (0.7) a:h; (04) to this 
355         situation to crea:te (0.7) to create a (1.0) pro:file;  
356         which (0.6) a:h; creates a basics for understanding   
357         context. 
358         (1.4) 
359 Emily:→ so meaning that if I talk about; (0.3) like; (0.9) 
360         okay this group of educators believe in 
361         thi:s; and this one disagree or 
362         slightly disagree:, things like that. so; I just use  
363         numbers? (0.4) not percentage? 
364         (1.4) 
365 S-Jon:  I think so  
366         (0.2) 
367 Emily:  okay. 
The sequence starts with Jon suggesting using “number” rather than “percentages” in analysing 
data I don’t think I would use percentages (lines 329-330). In response to Jon’s suggestion, Emily 
overtly displays her confusion. Emily’s expression of confusion in this case establishes an 
epistemic asymmetry between participants. Jon treats Emily’s expression of confusion as needing 
further explanation. He takes up the floor and explains why he thinks Emily should use number 
from lines 333 to 347. In other words, he is teaching Emily about the use of number and percentage 
in this context.  
At lines 359-363, Emily seeks Jon’s clarification starting the turn with a so-prefaced upshot 
(Raymond, 2004), displaying her understanding of Jon’s explanation in prior turns. In the rest of the 
turn, Emily provides a specific example in her study and asks Jon for clarification so I just use 
number, not percentage? in a raising intonation (lines 362-363). As Jon proffers this suggestion and 
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also displays his understanding of the difference in use between percentage and number, the issue at 
hand is framed to be within Jon’s epistemic domain. As such, Emily invokes Jon’s right to confirm 
or disconfirm her candidate understanding of the use of number. This is more evident in Jon’s 
confirmation I think so (line 365) in response to Emily’s clarification request where Emily checks 
with Jon whether she has understood him. 
There is a change in Emily’s state of knowledge from a less knowledgeable position, which was 
indicated by her display of confusion in understanding Jon’s suggestion of using number instead of 
percentage at the beginning of the sequence, to a knowing position when she demonstrates her 
understanding by producing the so-prefaced upshot that acknowledges that her confusion is clarified 
with the token okay (line 367). This change in Emily’s epistemic position has been collaboratively 
achieved through Emily’s initiative in seeking clarification and Jon’s effort in explaining the matter 
under discussion.   
The analyses of this section have pointed out how the students gain independence and grow 
competency through the act of taking initiatives in bringing up issues or seeking clarification. For 
example, in Example 5-13, Helen’s initiative in seeking clarification enables her to make her own 
decision regarding which word she uses to describe a certain part of her research. This section 
together with the analyses of the students’ taking responsibility at PCS as presented in Section 
5.2.1, has shown that students display their orientations to taking responsibility of the research at 
both stages of candidature.  
These examinations provide evidence to support the claim that taking responsibility for the study is 
one of students’ tasks (Abiddin & West, 2007b). More importantly, by demonstrating how the 
students gain independence and grow competency through the act of taking responsibility, these 
analyses highlights why taking responsibility is crucial to the development of students, which is 
missing in the wide literature on supervision. It is commonly stated in most of universities’ websites 
that students are expected to take initiatives in bringing up issues including trivia ones in 
supervision meetings (see Section 2.2.4), but this is too general for both supervisors and students. 
The detailed analysis in this section and Section 5.2.1 demonstrates how students learn through 
initiatives in bringing up such trivia issues (for example, Example 5-1).The detailed analysis has 
shown on the surface issues such as the meaning of a word might be thought of as being trivia, but 
it really matters if students do not understand the meaning of that word. Therefore, this discussion 
may open up an issue: it is really up to individuals to decide which issues they need support or 
clarified. This is important not only for students but also for supervisors as it may raise the 
awareness among supervisors that they should not ignore trivia issues raised by the students.  
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5.3.2. Voicing opinions 
As presented in 5.2.2, the students at the PCS have a tendency to preface their opinions with 
epistemic downgrades such as “I think” or “maybe”, seeking the supervisors’ approval of some 
proposed plans or of what to do next with the research. Unlike the students at the PCS, the students 
at the TRS voice their own opinions strongly. In some cases, they overtly display their strong 
agreement or disagreement with the supervisors. They even overtly point out that what the 
supervisors have commented is not correct and provide an account for their claim. They contribute 
to the conversations almost equally with the supervisors. In some interactions examined, most of the 
talk is done by the students rather than by the supervisors compared with what is observed in the 
meetings at the PCS. In the talk, the students voice their opinions by pointing out their certainty 
about their research findings or actions they want to take. 
They also show their growing confidence with what they are talking about. There the students voice 
their opinions in ways to seek the supervisors’ approval or advice. Bringing all these together, it can 
be seen that the interactions seem to be between two colleagues, discussing or solving problems. 
The next example is a typical one illustrating how the students voice their own opinions in the 
supervision meetings and the effect of this in bringing about a successful outcome of the interaction. 
This interaction occurs near the beginning of the meeting between Karen, a student in natural 
science with Jan, her supervisor. In this interaction, they discuss the difficulties Karen is facing in 
expressing the implications of her research findings.  
Example 5-16: “long complicated story” g6m3 (03:40-07:08) 
84.   S-Jan:  a:hm; now. ((reads aloud from the student’s 
85.           thesis draft))>the research findings have 
86.           implications for how tutors are< .hh 
87.           recruited, managed and? 
88.           (2.3) 
89.   S-Jan:  the best one that I would think of, was trai:ned. 
90.           but; that’s not right either.  
91.   Karen:  what I actually want to sa:y in here,(.) and it 
92.           drove me insane, I’ll have to admit that I;(0.5) I don’t 
93.           (1.6) I don’t like this dra:ft. I don’t like my  
94.           [extract] at the [moment?] u:m; 
95.   S-Jan:  [okay;  ]        [↑cool; ] 
96.           (0.4) 
97.   Karen:  yeah; hh long complicated story, but I’m 
98.           cranky with it at the moment, it and I are not on 
99.         → talking terms. .hh so what I actually wanted to 
100.          say there is; that it has implications for how they 
101.          are recruited and managed. (0.8) and (0.5) ↑ho:w they 
102.          interact with students:.(1.2) but I couldn’t get 
103.          the sentence to flow,and this is why I get cranky with 
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104.          it and went ((blows raspberry)) (0.7) >I gave it. a big  
105.          raspberry< and walked away. 
106.          (3.7) 
107.   S-Jan:  ↑yea:h  I know <I I know exactly what 
108.           you want-< yea:h; you y- there alright; 
109.           re↑cruit, 
110.           (0.8) managed, (0.9) outcomes. 
111.   Karen:  how much they fulfil their role 
112.           basically, how  
113.           (0.3) 
114.   S-Jan:  I no nuh no  [how they interact] 
115.   Karen:              [  their  actual  ] classes are implemented, 
116.           yeah how students interact with ↑academics. 
117.           (1.8) it’s (1.2) yeah it’s a ho:w? and I couldn’t  
118.           get it to make (1.0) um I couldn’t put it in  
119.           there, and make the sentence; grammatically  
120.           correct, and flow nicely,and make sense 
121.           at a:ll, I got so cranky, and I just went 
122.           ↑don’t know. 
123.   S-Jan:  maybe we need two sentences or 
124.           an extra clause. recruited and managed as well a:s 
125.          (1.0)’cos I want to say professionally de↑veloped. 
126.          (1.2) 
127.   S-Jan:  I-I want to say trai:ned. 
128.           (1.5) trained how to interact with students.= 
129.   Karen:  ↑oh, I [did for a while; ]= 
130.   S-Jan:          [or e:ducated o:r;] 
131.   Karen:  = have in there; recruitment management and  
132.           professional development¿ [of ] students, like I  
133.           had this already (    ) 
134.   S-Jan:               [mm?]  
135.   S-Jan:  effectively interact with students. 
136.   Karen:  m:m↓ (0.7) yeah and then there’s also, and ho:w 
137.           they (1.0) it has implications for how 
138.           they do it; how they recruited; managed; and  
139.           professionally developed, 
140.           (0.2) 
141.   S-Jan:  Mm:, 
142.        (0.2) 
143.   Karen:  so that they can do it. that see where 
144.           I had the trouble with the [sentence structure?]  
145.   S-Jan:                             [ >no  no  no  no<  ] ↑ah >I  
146.           thought we got it; ((starts writing on the draft while 
147.           talking))so how tutors are: recruited, managed, and  
148.           PD’d. (1.9) and so:¿ tha:t (1.0) they effectively (2.4) 
149.            >interact with students.<((gazes at the student)) 
150.           (2.5)  
151.   S-Jan:  whereas [interact effectively] o:r; you know. 
152.   Karen:          [   yea::::h¿        ] 
153.           (1.3) 
154.   Karen:  it has implica:tions fo:r=  
155.   S-Jan:  ◦interact effectively.◦ 
156.   Karen:→ but, the major fi:nding i:s (2.0) how they 
157.           effectively interact with the students, it has 
158.           implications for this ongoing stuff, but tha:t;  
159.           its discussed in the discussion.sure; 
160.   S-Jan:  [   ↑A::::::H;      ] 
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161.   Karen:  [but I think the way] it’[s   ] worded now, says that 
162.           I will tell you exactly how to recruit 
163.           manage and professionally develop; 
164.          (0.2) 
165.   S-Jan:  you forgot ((gazes at the student))your (0.5)your  
166.           ↑findings sentence.(0.3) you’ve got (0.7) aims¿ (0.5)  
167.           much needed; you’ve got, (0.3) implica:tions. But,  
168.           we forgot the bit in between that said, this research  
169.           found.((gazes at the student)) 
170.           (3.3)  
171.   Karen:  yes. it’s not in the:re, because it’sin the  
172.           lat[ter paragraph,] 
173.   S-Jan:     [yeah I  unders]ta:nd. but why are we 
174.            mentioning the implications then?((gazes at the student))  
175.            (2.3) 
176.   S-Jan:  why don’t we finish with an aims statement? this is 
177.           the first paragraph of an introduction (0.5)shouldn’t it  
178.           be the aim?(0.8)   
179.   Karen:  can I swear on the recording heheheh. [hehehehe] 
180.   S-Jan:                                        [hihihihi] I’m 
181.            getting flashbacks of teaching 2011. 
182.            (0.2) 
183.   Karen:  um are you: sa:ying [here?]= 
184.   S-Jan:                      [cut. ]  
185.   Karen:  =Yeah that I should just cut that sentence out  
186.           altogether? 
187.   S-Jan:  yeah why did we add it? ?((gazes at the student))  
 
The sequence is initiated by Jane, pointing out the problem of choosing the right word to finish a 
sentence in Karen’s draft thesis about the implications of her research findings (lines 89-90). Karen 
takes up the floor when Jane’s turn is grammatically and prosodically complete. Karen initially 
starts her turn by mentioning what she wants to say in the sentence that Jane has read aloud from 
her draft thesis, but then she self-repairs, shifting to talk about her strong feeling towards this part of 
the draft it drove me insane, I’ll have to admit that I I don’t I don’t like this draft (lines 91-93). She 
returns to talk about what she wants to say at lines 99-102 what I actually wanted to say there is 
that it has implications for how they are recruited and managed. and how they interact with 
students. In pointing out what she wants to say and what she cannot do I couldn’t get the sentence to 
flow (lines 102-103), Karen displays that she is able to diagnose the problem, which reflects 
partially her writing skill as an independent researcher.   
Karen keeps voicing her own opinion towards the issue at lines 156-159, talking about the major 
findings of the research and her problem of getting flow into her ideas. Until now, it can be seen 
that Karen contributes to the talk, working out her problem, which helps Jane to come up with 
finding the cause of the problem when she makes a lengthened change-of-state token A:::H (line 
160) (Heritage, 1984a). After that, Jane points out the problem you forgot your your findings 
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sentence (line 165-166). The problem is finally solved by removing the problematic sentence 
mentioning the implications, finishing the part under discussion with an aims statement.   
In voicing her opinions, emphasising what she wants to say in the draft thesis and pointing out the 
major findings of her research, Karen has shown her growing independence and competency in this 
interaction. The interaction is similar to one between two colleagues, working out a problem 
together.  
In the next example, Helen, another student at the TRS, also voices her opinion strongly resorting to 
the expression similarly used by Karen what I wanted to highlight (line 225) and what I wanted to 
emphasise (line 251) when talking about her research findings.  
Example 5-17: “wanted to highlight” g8m4 (29:48-30:52) 
218. Helen:  and then there was some times when 
219.         they weren’t doing anything, (0.) the:y; but they  
220.         just sat there, and you could hear 
221.         echolocation calls. 
222.         (0.2) 
223. S-Jan:  alright, 
224.         (0.5) 
225. Helen:→ so:; what I wanted to highlight, is; this is; this  
226.         is a really important fi:nding; because it 
227.         essentially contradicts (0.6) what has been suggested  
228.         in the past, in laboratory studi[es,]  
229. S-Jan:                                  [mhm] mhm; 
230. Helen:  and it aligns really ni:cely with why it’s  
231.         important (to     these individuals.) 
232.         (0.2) 
233. S-Jan:  Mm mm mm:; 
234.         (0.7) 
235. Helen:  so what’s happening is i:n these (0.7) se:mi-natural; 
236.         semi-controlled (0.8) des↑igns; (0.5) these (     )  
237.         bats are a:lways echo locating. whereas in the pa:st; in  
238.         lab studies they said that they switch their echo  
239.         location o:ff; 
240. S-Jan:  mm; 
241. Helen:  so; (0.4) ne:xt to all of the behaviours of sea:rching or  
242.         sca:nning and movement, (0.9) a:hm that bats exhibited, 
243. S-Jan:  mm:, 
244.         (0.4) 
245. Helen:  they’re using echolocation all the time. 
246.         (0.5) 
247. S-Jan:  mm 
248. Helen:  but then on top of that, when they’re not  
249.         doing anything, (0.6) they’re still echo-locating. 
250. S-Jan:  mmm mhm¿  
251. Helen:→ so what I wanted to emphasize is,  
252.         ho:w mu:ch they actually a:re  
253.         relying on echo-location. 
254.         (0.2) 
255. S-Jan:  mm:; as their pri:mary (signal) and then other things  
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256.         come in se:condary. 
 
Helen emphasises the importance of one finding in her research and the reason why it is important 
this is a really important finding because it essentially contradicts what has been suggested in the 
past (lines 225-228). With the use of very and essentially, Helen expresses certainty about her 
research finding. This can be found in her following turn (lines 230-231) where she connects her 
finding with why it’s important to these individuals. In addition, Helen displays her strong 
knowledge of the literature by pointing out the contradict between her research finding and what 
has been suggested in the past. At line 251, Helen again resorts to the use of what I wanted to 
emphasise is to talk about her finding.  
By strongly emphasising what she wants to highlight and emphasise regarding her research 
findings, Helen is claiming independent knowledge, competency, and ownership of the thesis. It is 
Helen’s use of these expressions at the TRS that helps her to voice her opinions in a strong manner. 
This is different from the way the students at the PCS voice their opinions, which are prefaced with 
epistemic downgrades such as “I think” (see Section 5.2.2). This, in turn, highlights the different 
degrees to which the students at different stages of candidature function as independent researchers.  
In addition to using such expressions in saying what they want to do, to emphasise, or to highlight, 
the students at the TRS voice their own opinions by overtly agreeing or disagreeing with their 
supervisors. In the next example, Karen displays her strong agreement with Ann, one of her 
supervisors, about having a better introduction of one part of the draft thesis. The topic under 
discussion in this interaction falls within the issue of writing structure which is important for the 
attainment of a good thesis.  
Example 5-18: “a better introduction” g7m1 (26:27-27:21) 
215 S-Ann:  and, just see what you think (0.6) erm (1.3)  
216         yea:h; I thought this was a complicated sort  
217         of intro:↑duction? 
218         (0.9) 
219 Karen:  ahm hm? 
220 S-Ann:  ((read from the student’s writing))wasn’t one 
221 Karen:  um 
222         (0.4) 
223 S-Ann:  so, I wasn’t su:re, whether  the com↑parison of 
224         the responses (0.5) with the interviews gave us 
225         some info, or [whe]ther= 
226 Karen:                [yep] 
227 S-Ann:  =in fact it just needed a bit of  
228         a different introduction to the section?=  
229 Karen:→ = >I think so< actually I cos I’ve just been 
230         going through chapter three:. and rea:lizing  
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231         <h:ow> mu:ch of this conce:pt. ↑came up in  
232         chapter three¿ so,  
233 S-Ann:  ah hmm ah hmm=  
234 Karen:  = so I think even no:w, 
235         (0.6) 
236 S-Ann:  ah ha   
237 Karen:  refer ba:ck, (.)to cha:pter three: he:re (0.4)and  
238         see is I take all of my methods; 
239         (0.5) 
240 S-Ann:  yea:h; 
241 Karen:  method[ological   approaches.   ] 
242 S-Ann:        [methodological approaches] yeah. 
243         (0.6) 
244 Karen:  and here’s all of the fi:ndings in this and  
245         thi:s is ho:w the whole culture [rounds out]  
246 S-Ann:                                  [yea:h;    ] rounds out  
247         yea:h; 
248 Karen:→ so, yeah I do agree that (0.5)that can ha:ve a 
249         better intro[duction     ] now; 
250 S-Ann:              [introduction]  
251 S-Ann:  ◦yeah yeah that’s good (           )◦ ((noting to 
252         herself, muttering)) 
 
In response to Ann’s suggestion that the introduction just needed a bit of a different introduction 
(line 227-228), Karen displays her agreement with I think so (line 229) and moves on to talking 
about what she has realised when going through chapter 3. All that she has realised with chapter 
three leads to her turn in line 248-249, reemphasising her agreement with Ann on a better 
introduction so yeah I do agree that can have a better introduction now.  
By explicitly agreeing with Ann, Karen at the same time shows her ownership of the thesis in the 
sense that Karen will be the person who rewrites the introduction to make it a better one. It is Ann’s 
suggestion that is proffered with equivocation that enables Karen to become involved in the talk, 
detailing what she has realised with the chapter.  
In both Example 5-17 and 5-18, the students voice their opinions strongly. The students exhibit 
strong knowledge of what they are doing and of what their research findings are. In addition, they 
are in a position to back up their claims.  
The explications of how the students voice their opinions in this section and Section 5.2.2 have 
shown that the students at both early and late stage of candidature exhibit an orientation to 
independent researchers  through voicing their opinions during the supervisor-student interaction in 
this institutional setting. The students at the PCS voice their opinion while still seeking the 
supervisors’ support (see Section 5.2.2). Meanwhile, the students at the TRS voice their opinions 
confidently. The difference in the way the students at the PCS and TRS voice their opinions may 
result from the difference in the knowledge and capability of doing research that has been 
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developed over the candidature as shown by previous literature (Gunnarsson, Jonasson, & Billhult, 
2013; van Schalkwyk, Murdoch-Eaton, Tekian, van der Vleuten, & Cilliers, 2016). For example, 
Van Schalkwyk (2016) considers that students move from novice to expert, and from dependence to 
growing autonomy along the doctoral journey. However, the students at both stages of candidature 
exhibit an orientation to independent researchers. This finding accords with Park’s (2012b) who 
shows that voicing opinions is one of factors that constitutes learner autonomy in the context of 
writing conferences where university students work with teachers. As such, this finding contributes 
to the knowledge about student autonomy in higher education context, particularly in academic 
supervision encounters. It shows that student autonomy at different levels can be identified at both 
early and late stage of candidature. Understanding how students voice their opinions can be helpful 
to supervisors in adjusting their interactional repertoires to provide students with opportunities to 
put forward their ideas and to empower them from voicing opinions to making own decisions to 
which the next section turns.    
5.3.3. Making own decisions  
The analyses of the interactions between the students at the TRS and the supervisors have shown 
that the students at this stage of the candidature are more decisive in making their own decisions on 
their study than those at the PCS. The students at the PCS have a tendency to preface their 
proposals of a course of action with epistemic downgrades such as “I think” or “maybe” (see 
Section 5.2.2). In the data, the students at the TRS make decisions on such issues as accepting or 
rejecting the supervisors’ comments or taking a certain action. In making their own decisions, the 
students display their strong ownership of the thesis. The next three examples illustrate this.  
In example 5-19, the interaction occurs at the beginning of a supervision meeting between Karen 
and her supervisor, Jane. Notice that this example is reused as it was used as example 4-13 to 
illustrate how the supervisors give equivocal feedback. In this meeting, the participants are going 
through Karen’s draft thesis. Jane has already made comments on Karen’s draft and initiates them 
in the meeting. In this interaction, Karen makes a decision on checking a grammatical structure 
which she has used in her draft thesis and has been suggested as problematic by Jane.  
Example 5-19: “check it” g6m3 (00:56-02:15) 
20 S-Jan:  cool ↑no::w; a:hm; (.)so:, I like what you did >with  
21         the first sentence< here; with the increasing,  
22         (0.7) 
23 S-Jan:  but I have a feeling that if you put the  
24         increasingly there; you split an infinitive. 
25         (0.6) 
26 S-Jan:  I’m not sure if that’s what it’s called. 
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27         (1.4) 
28 S-Jan:  but I have a feeling that, increasingly being 
29         placed. (0.9)is the correct wa:y of saying it,= 
30         rather than being increasingly (0.4) placed. 
31         (1.2) 
32 S-Jan:  I don’t think, if you [put it in between,] 
33 Karen:                        [ yea:h I thi:nk   ]= 
34 S-Jan:  =in the sentence. 
35 Karen:→ I get confu:sed at this one myself as we:ll, I 
36         always have to go and check it. (1.3) I’ll ↑check it? 
37 S-Jan:  ↑okay.  
38 Karen:  this weekend? I have a fee:ling (1.1) if I could  
39         explain it well I would. (5.2)((closing her eyes)) 
40 S-Jan:  ((gazes at Karen)) 
41 Karen:  yea:h I’d have to kno:w exactly how to explain >like  
42         the< adjectives, nouns, pronouns, etcetera, and I  
43         really really suck at that; so,= 
44 S-Jan:  =yeah 
45 Karen:→ okay I’ll check it. [    heheheheheh    ]  
46 S-Jan:                      [cool cool yeah yeah] 
 
In reply to Jane’s equivocal comment on her use of the phrase being increasingly placed (lines 28-
29), Karen expresses that she also gets confused at the point in question. The use of as well (line 35) 
is really noticeable here. With the use of as well, Karen claims her independent knowledge, 
positioning herself as on the same level with Jane, noticing the problem in this structure. This 
becomes clearer in the rest of her turn at lines 35-36 when she says I always have to go and check it. 
She re-confirms I’ll check it (line 36). In confidently making a decision on checking what Jane has 
mentioned, Karen indicates that she is not passively accepting Jane’s equivocal suggestion. In doing 
so, Karen not only displays that she knows well her responsibility but also exhibits her ownership of 
the thesis.  
This interaction concerns giving and responding to feedback, which is quite common in 
supervision. It can be seen that it is the student who makes decisions on the issues under discussion 
as it is the student who owns the thesis. Only by learning to make decisions can students become 
independent researchers.  
Example 5-20 can be seen as evidence for students’ strong claim of ownership of their thesis by 
making their own decisions. In this interaction, Helen, the student, explicitly rejects Jane’s, the 
supervisor’s, comments on her draft thesis because that she is confused between what Jane has 
commented and what she wants to say. In doing so, Helen makes a decision to not accept Jane’s 
comments. Helen, therefore, claims her independent knowledge (Heritage & Sefi, 1992; Jefferson, 
Lee, & John, 1992; Pudlinski, 1998), displaying her strong ownership of the thesis. 
155 
 
Example 5-20: “not accepting any” g8m1 (36:14-37:18)   
242 S-Jan:  and, normally when I’m making >these kinds of comments  
243         >it’s because it’s changed the sentence,<  
244 Helen:  mm hm 
245 S-Jan:  is it still correct the way I have written it.   
246 Helen:  ahm no:.[I- I- I wa- I actually (              )] 
247 S-Jan:          [no:; alright and that’s where I (     )] keep  
248         trying to che[ck,  ] 
249 Helen:               [I was] I was going back and forwards; 
250         looking what you’ve changed accepting so:me; not  
251         accepting others,  
252 S-Jan:  mm 
253 Helen:→ and in the end, I’m sorry, but I ended up just not   
254         accepting a:ny >of it<,because I got really confu:sed 
255         with (0.5) A what you were trying to comment o:n,  
256         and B what I was trying to say.((smiling))  
257 S-Jan:  okay. 
258         (0.4) 
259 Helen:  so ahm (0.6) the:; (2.1)((sighing)) there was 
260         something about the neurone tuning (consist- oh the  
261         consistency bit. this trips me up; (0.7) so; (0.9) you’ll  
262         consistently respond behaviourally. (0.7) (           )  
263         compelling evidence that (               ); and you said  
264         something; about consistently.  
265         (1.9) 
266 S-Jan:  that’s this one. ((pointing to the paper)) 
267 S-Jan:  ((pointing again to the paper)) 
268         (5.9) 
269 S-Jan:  so:, 
270         (1.3) 
271 Helen:  ah demonstrated consistency. (0.5) but (walking female  
272         crickets)do not imitate this consistency in beha- it’s no:t  
273         consistency, it’s that they do:n’t demonstrate it. 
274         ((gazing at Jan)) 
 
At the outset of this interaction, Jane expresses her concern whether the changes she has made on 
Helen’s draft thesis are correct. In response, Helen explicitly says ahm no (line 246). She then talks 
about what she has done regarding Jane’s comments, indicating that she has gone through all the 
comments. Prefacing the following turn with in the end, I’m sorry (line 253), Helen overtly says 
that she is not accepting any of Jane’s comments and provides an account for this in the rest of the 
turn because I got really confused with A what you were trying to comment on and B what I was 
trying to say (lines 254-256). Though Helen feels confused about what Jane has commented and 
what she is trying to say, she makes a decision not to accept any of Jane’s comments.  
At line 257, following Jane’s acknowledgement okay (Beach, 1993), Helen points out the difference 
between what Jane has commented and what she has discovered in her research. In her comment, 
Jane mentions “consistency” but Helen points out that there is no consistency. In the following 
multi-extended turns, Helen explains this in detail to Jane and reemphasises that there is no 
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consistency, as Jane has commented. In doing so, Helen strongly claims her ownership of the thesis. 
This reflects her growing confidence and competency that is found at the later stage of the 
candidature only.  
Ability to make decisions is the research skill that students need to develop along the candidature. 
The analyses above have illustrated how students make decisions in specific interactions. The 
literature points out that students have ultimate responsibility for making decisions as they are the 
owners of the research (Petre & Rugg, 2010). By making decisions, students play an active role in 
the interaction, reflecting the view of current work on supervision that both supervisors and students 
are active in the process (Ward, 2013; Zeegers & Barron, 2012). This examination of the cases in 
which the students make their own decisions contributes to the knowledge about the roles and 
responsibilities of supervisors and students. Understanding what enables students to make own 
decisions is fundamental to the enhancement of involvement in decision making. Involvement in 
making important decisions is one among five areas constituting disagreements between supervisors 
and students - a seldom-discussed topic at universities as proposed in Gunnarsson et al.’s (2013) 
study. Thereby, the examination in this section may help to correct the misperception among 
students who expect supervisors to tell them what to do and feel annoyed with supervisors when 
they do not provide solutions to fix their problems as demonstrated in  Wang and Li’s study (2011). 
It provides supervisors with a tool to have a reflection on their own interactional repertoires and 
then adjust them to create more opportunities that enable students to make their own decisions.  
 
5.3.4. Claiming independent knowledge  
In the data, the students claim independent knowledge related to the thesis such as research findings 
and aims of the research. In many of the interactions in supervision meetings, it is the student who 
knows about the research findings or contexts, not the supervisors. By claiming independent 
knowledge, indicating that they know very well about their research, the students show that they 
own the thesis, which ultimately exhibits their competency as independent researchers.    
The next example illustrates how Karen, the student, claims her independent knowledge by 
confidently clarifying what she has written regarding the findings of the research. The interaction in 
this example starts with Jane, the supervisor, reading aloud the findings of the research and making 
a clarification request to see whether what Karen has written is what tutor participants think they 
should do or what they do (lines 310-316). 
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Example 5-21: “what they do do” g6m3 (11:18- 12:14) 
 
307 S-Jan:  ahm. (1.4)the finding indicate that 
308         tutors.((reads))  
309         (2.1)  
310 S-Jan:  no:w¿ (1.5) .hh your language here, is that they 
311         do this; they encourage. and, I just wanted to 
312         make su:re¿ (.) that, from the specific data that you 
313         ha:ve, were they’re talking about what they 
314         should do?, or, what they do do. ((gazes at the  
315         student))                                         
316         (1.0) 
317 Karen:  uhm↓ this is one, that I: struggle with 
318         a little bit as well because   
319         (2.1) 
320 S-Jan:  they say they [could]  
321 Karen:→               [i:t, ] was they think that they do; so,  
322         whether they actually do it or not. is not looked at, in 
323         this study. this chapter. so this is what 
324         everyone ↑thinks happens?  
325         (1.0)  
326 Karen:  so; 
327         (0.2) 
328 S-Jan:  ↑o:h; ↑okay, [(but everyone thinks)]  
329 Karen:               [it’s not whether they] should do it,= 
330 S-Jan:  = yeah:;=  
331 Karen:  =or whether. they do do it. is what everyone 
332         thinks is pe-perceptions? 
333 S-Jan:  mm [mm] 
334 Karen:     [ve]rsus the experiences, not necessarily, 
335         what they shou:ld do, versus what they do: do? 
336         (0.6) 
337 S-Jan:  say that.   
338 Karen:  ↑o:kay. 
 
In response to Jane’s clarification request, Karen first acknowledges that she also struggles with the 
issue under discussion. However, she clarifies that it was they think that they do (line 321). In the 
rest of the same turn, Karen clearly points out whether they actually do it or not is not looked at in 
this study. this chapter. So this is what everyone thinks happens (lines 322-324). In saying this 
assertively and confidently, Karen claims her independent knowledge which is evident through the 
use of the word actually (line 322) and the absence of hedging in her turn. Karen’s turn is treated as 
new to Jane evidenced in Jan’s change-of-state token oh (Heritage, 1984a) (line 328).  
It is Karen’s independent knowledge of her research that enables Jane to make an informed 
suggestion say that (line 337), which solves the problem that Karen says she is struggling with (line 
317-318). The sequence is closed with Karen’s acknowledgement token okay (line 338), indicating 
that she accepts Jane’s suggestion.  
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This interaction exhibits smooth collaboration between the supervisor and student through which 
the outcome of the interaction is achieved. In this course of interaction, students’ claiming 
independent knowledge plays a vital role in achieving the outcome.  
In the next example, Helen, another student at the TRS, claims her independent knowledge of her 
research in the course of responding to Jane’s, her supervisor’s, comments on her draft thesis. In 
responding to Jane’s comments, Helen first explains what the section under discussion is about 
(lines 99-109) then moves on to address Jane’s main comments (line 111-116). In the rest of the 
turn in these lines Helen honestly claims that what Jane was saying in her comment was not what 
she was trying to say.  
 
Example 5-22: “the main comments” g8m1 (28: 25-31:15) 
99 Helen:  ↑okay. ahm; the thing is this is the section that; 
100         so this is the sta:rt, whe:re I’m talking  
101         abou:t; (0.6) past research, I:’m talking about 
102         , ahm the: (0.3) the: setting up that a:rgument about 
103         how,ye:s, we know a lot about (0.4) a:hm; (0.5) 
104         that crickets can hear bats, that   
105         they have some kind of specific tuning for some types  
106         of bats,they are more sensitive to so:me; less  
107         sensitive to ↑others, but all of this research  
108         is based on the flying; or the context of flight↑ 
109         because  they it’s based on flying fe:males.  
110 S-Jan:  mm; 
111 Helen:  now these are the ma:in comments, that I think  
112         kind of; like here it’s just almost changing;  
113         (1.0) words and things like that. but this really  
114         i:s the cru:x, and I I (1.3) I felt in all honesty; 
115       → that, (0.3) what you were sort of saying  
116         in this section, was not what I was trying to say.  
117 S-Jan:  mm::m↑ mm↓. 
118 Helen:  ahm so  
119         (2.3) ((both look at the paper on the table)) 
120 S-Jan:  [(so            )]= 
121 Helen:  [now where is it?] 
122 S-Jan:  =it’s all the way down the bottom. 
123         (5.2)  
124 Helen:→ ↑okay. (0.4) this o:ne sentence here, sort of sums  
125         up the:(0.9) difference in a:hm  perspectives I think, 
126         that being said I think the ke:y point of this paragraph 
127         is females respond in flight but not on the ground. so; 
128         (0.9) what I’m trying to do he:re,  
129 S-Jan:  and they definitely don’t respond on the ground? 
130 Helen:  no they do:n’t [(                              )] 
131 S-Jan:                 [yeah there is no (motor ataxic).] (0.3)  
132         yea:h; so (        [    );] 
133 Helen:                     [there;] there’s no: response in  
134         sound; however, (0.6) ahm (1.1) what I’m trying to do:   
135         i:s that, (2.2) what I tried to do in the first  
136         para:graph (0.6) is establish that,  
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137         all the research come from flying fema:les, 
138         (0.2) 
139 S-Jan:  m::m¿ 
140         (1.0) 
141 Helen:  but females; ah sorry; but cri:ckets, (0.6) ahm females  
142         and males, (0.6) spend mo:st of their time on the ground. 
143         (0.3) 
144 S-Jan:  mm hm  
145 Helen:→ and the reason I say; although the aerial environment is  
146         almost li:kely one, in whi:ch there will be encounters 
147         with ba:ts; (0.5) that’s because (0.8) a:hm; (1.4) I  
148         guess; 
149         (0.4) 
150 S-Jan:  but they can be ↑possible.  
151         (0.3) 
152 Helen:  yes. becau:se; mo:st of the: (0.4) most of the:  
153         (0.9) 
154 S-Jan:  [whi-  ] 
155 Helen:  [the e-] the energy cost of hunting for an insect on  
156          the ground, 
157 S-Jan:  mm hm, 
158 Helen:  is; is; (0.5) not worth it.  
159         (0.4) 
160 S-Jan:  okay, 
161 Helen:  so: a ba:t will eat, (1.0) maybe:; (1.1) three  
162         times its body weight a night.  
163 S-Jan:  wo:w 
164         (0.8) 
165 Helen:  that is so much it needs to eat, (0.6) a:hm; and to 
166         do that, it needs to, (1.9) there’s a trade off. 
167         either you eat (0.9) >you know< a couple of big fat 
168         juicy things,  
169 S-Jan:  mm 
170 Helen:  they give you lots of energy, but you spend an entire  
171         night sea:rching for them, 
172 S-Jan:  mm? 
173 Helen:  and you:’re, on the ground, there are implications for  
174         predation o:n bats.  
175 S-Jan:  mm hm, 
176 Helen:  that kind of thing,(0.4) o:r; (0.3) you follo:w; (0.4)  
177         insect swarms; and you know, you, 
178 S-Jan:  just pick off the [weak ones.] 
179 Helen:                    [they- they] do just pick them off. 
180         (0.3) 
181 S-Jan:  ↑okay. 
 
In honestly pointing out that what you were sort of saying in this section, was not what I was trying 
to say (lines 115-116), Helen is claiming her independent knowledge of her research by overtly 
displaying her disagreement with Jane’s written feedback on her draft thesis. In the following turns, 
she maintains her claim by showing the key point of the paragraph under discussion (lines 124-
128), explaining what she is trying to do (lines 134-137) and providing an account for her finding 
(lines 145-148). What Helen is talking about is proved to be new to Jane, which is clearly seen in 
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Jane’s surprising expression wo:w (line 163). Over the course of delivering the information about 
what she is trying to say, Helen presents the information confidently, appearing to be 
knowledgeable, thus showing her full ownership of the thesis.  
Another way in which the students at the TRS claim their independent knowledge is by checking 
the supervisors’ understanding of their previous talk. Supervision meetings, a particular type of 
institutional interaction which involves supervisors and PhD students, can be described as 
asymmetrical discourse. In this context, the powerful institutional representatives, supervisors, 
frequently ask questions and the “powerless” participants, students, orient to the norm that “it is 
their business to produce replies” (Cameron, 1989, p. 56). A way of “reducing the power imbalance 
between lecturers and students by mitigating the formality and authority of the lecturers’ speech” is 
through lecturers’ use of “okay?” (Perez-Llantada, 2005, p. 255). It is traditionally assumed that 
supervisors are superior to students and they provide students with expert knowledge. This entails 
that students express their understanding of supervisors’ talk. However, as supervisory interaction is 
also a form of social interaction, it involves the understanding of both parties for the progressivity 
of the talk.  
In the data, there are cases in which the students explicitly use the word “understand” or its 
conjugations to check their supervisors’ understanding of their prior turns at talk. The students’ use 
of “okay?” “right?” “do you understand?”, to some extent, indexes the students’ knowledgeable 
epistemic stance, reflecting their growing independence in the candidature.  
In what follows, I present the analysis of two examples to illustrate the above point. These two 
examples are taken from two different meetings between the same student, Helen, and her 
supervisor, Jane. At the beginning of the sequences in both cases, Helen is explaining her research 
findings to Jane and checking her follow up (example 5-23) and understanding of what she has 
talked about (example 5-24).  
Example 5-23: “significantly different” g8m1.2 (06:44)  
 
282 Helen:  anyway, back to this () what I have i:s a figure; like 
283       → this, and these are >significantly< diffe↑rent,okay?  
284 S-Jan:  ye:p. 
285 Helen:  okay? (.) ahm (.) a::nd (.)these a:re >significantly<  
286         different. (.) (umm) 
287 S-Jan:  yea::h 
288 Helen:→ a::nd I have thi:s↑ (.) alri:ght? 
289 S-Jan:  right. are these significantly different? 
290 Helen:  ↓no. 
291 S-Jan:  cool. 
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Example 5-24: “know what I mean” g8m2 (30:25-31:11) 
 
193. Helen:  a:hm if you look at the breakdown? only, within the  
194.         fi:rst condition is there any significant difference  
195.         between 
196. S-Jan:  mm 
197. Helen:  so this together is saying the same thing as the two  
198.         independence t-test, 
199. S-Jan:   mm 
200. Helen:  but the t-test on the ahm (.) the t-test o:n the  
201.         crickets during the second experiment? with bat (call) 
202.         hasn’t () three hundred seconds sco:res is highlighting  
203.         the variation, (.) fu:rther. 
204. S-Jan:  yeah  
205. Helen:→ do you >know< what I mean?  
206. S-Jan:  well yeah yeah yeah. and so that just beca:use you 
207.         >have to take two things< into consideration,if you did 
208.         say look variation (seven)you didn’t mo:ve there was  
209.         BUT there was three thirty percent that did not go to 
210.         cover who originally did. 
211. Helen:  yeah  
 
In these two examples, in a rising tone, the student explicitly uses the word okay? (line 285) and 
alright? (line 288) in Example 5-23 and the sentence do you know what I mean? (line 205) in 
Example 5-24 to check the supervisor’s agreement and understanding of her prior turns at talk. 
Helen’s use of okay?; right? and do you know? in these examples indexes her independent 
knowledge.  
The students’ use of “okay” and “right” to check understanding or progression, to some extent, 
shows their maturity and might partially portray the students as functioning more as supervisors do 
as colleagues (Bruce & Stoodley, 2013). This might be further supported by what is found with 
masters students in Bowker’s (2012) study. In this study, only the supervisors use such words and 
tags as “okay?” “right” “yeah” to check understanding or progression. Similarly, questions of the 
type ‘‘do you understand,’’ are used relatively frequent and only addressed to students, either by 
teachers or by other students in Lindwall and Lymer’s (2011) study. In both Example 5-21 and 
Example 5-22, both students, Karen and Helen, make strong claims of their independent knowledge 
about their research. Interestingly, both of them have supervision meetings with the same 
supervisor, Jane who is an expert in Karen’s research field but not in Helen’s. The finding that both 
the students are in a position to make strong claims of their independent knowledge which in turn 
enable them to make their own decisions about their research supports Gunnarsson et al.’s (2013) 
claim that students may excel supervisors in subject knowledge. This finding is also consistent with 
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Petre and Rugg’s (2010) suggestion  for making effective supervision meetings: students should 
speak up, answering back and defending their positions.  
5.4. Discussion 
This chapter has shown how the students, at the early and late stage of the candidature, accomplish 
their tasks of learning to become independent researchers through their displays of orientations to 
the goal. Their orientations centre on the balance between seeking guidance, advice and developing 
autonomy.  
At the start of the journey, the students display their orientations towards becoming independent 
researchers by taking responsibility for their study, voicing opinions, and demonstrating their 
knowledge. Their responsibility for study is identified in their initiatives in bringing up issues in the 
meetings. Some of these issues are trivia, some are central to research development, and some are 
supposed to be worked out by the students. The students’ balance between seeking advice and 
developing autonomy is displayed in these initiatives in the way that by bringing up issues for 
clarification and advice, the students acknowledge their lack of knowledge, orienting to the 
epistemic asymmetry between them and the supervisors. However, at the same, they show their 
responsibility for their study by initiating those issues. By taking initiatives, they create learning 
opportunities for themselves through eliciting the knowledge and expertise of their supervisors. In 
some cases, the students’ contribution to the talk is only by bringing up the issues and the 
supervisors do most of the talk, explaining or providing them guidance and advice (for example, 
Example 5-6 and Example 5-7). In other cases, besides initiating the issues for clarification or 
advice, the students convey a change in their epistemic positions from a less knowledgeable 
position, which is indicated in their initiatives, to a more knowledgeable position when they 
produce so-prefaced upshots, displaying and seeking confirmation of their understanding of the 
issue under discussion or proposing a next action (for example, Example 5-1 and 5-5). The so-
prefaced upshot is used by students as a means to convey their epistemic position in one-one-one 
writing conferences at a major research university in the US in Park’s (2012a) study.  
The students’ balance between seeking guidance, advice and developing independence is also 
demonstrated in the ways they voice their own opinions and demonstrate their knowledge and 
capability.  In such interactions, the students demonstrate their certain level of having independence 
as researchers and still resort to the supervisors as sources of guidance or advice. This is evidenced 
in their reserved manner in the course of voicing their opinions and demonstrating their knowledge 
and capabilities and in the outcomes the interactions where the supervisors take up opportunities to 
provide the students with guidance or advice.  
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The students at the TRS tend to display their growing independence, knowledge and competence. 
This is consistent with the previous literature supervision that has shown students become more 
knowledgeable, confident and matured towards the end of candidature (Gunnarsson et al., 2013). In 
interactions where the students take initiatives in bringing up issues, they equally participate in the 
supervisory talk, making it become the talk between two colleagues. More clearly, they produce 
clear upshots, displaying their reactions to the supervisors’ comments or feedback. The students at 
this stage, while voicing their own opinions, making their own decisions and claiming their 
independent knowledge, position themselves on a more equal footing with the supervisors’ 
knowledge domain (Heritage, 2007; Raymond, 2010). As such, they become engaged in the 
supervisory talk as would two colleagues. In some cases, the students receive advice from the 
supervisors but the supervisors are positioned as colleagues other than supervisors as they are in the 
meetings at the early stage of the candidature.  
The analyses of turn-by-turn interaction with a focus on students’ displays towards independent 
researchers bring a clear picture of how and why students get actively engaged in the interaction. 
These analyses highlight that, through their displays towards independent researchers, students 
exhibit their extent of autonomy, knowledge, and capability of conducting the research while also 
seeking supervisors’ support. As such, they are oriented to the accomplishment of their institutional 
goals which are aligned with guidelines for PhD students stated in most universities’ web pages. 
This finding is particularly important in the context that there exists a lack of empirical research into 
supervision from students’ perspectives. As previously discussed, the literature has suggested that 
one of the main goals of doing doctoral degree is to become an independent researcher (Cox et al., 
2011; Grant, 2003; Manathunga, 2009). Researchers also recommend models for making effective 
supervision meetings for both supervisor and PhD student (Abiddin & West, 2007b) or for students 
only (Petre & Rugg, 2010). However, these suggestions are general and fail to provide students an 
idea of features of being an independent researcher. Therefore, the demonstrations of how the 
students orient to independent researchers in this chapter help students reflect on their own practices 
while interacting with supervisors. As a result, they can adjust their own interactional repertoires.  
Bringing the analyses presented in chapter 4 together, the two analytic chapters have presented how 
doctoral learning takes place in supervision meetings through what and how the supervisors and 
students do to accomplish their institutional goals in supervision meetings. This provides an insight 
into how pedagogy is enacted in the institutional setting of higher education and make certain 
contributions to the field of research supervision, which will be the focus of the next and final 
chapter.  
164 
 
 
Chapter 6: Conclusion  
This chapter first discusses the findings of this study in relation to the three research questions 
which together brings about an understanding of pedagogical practices in supervision meetings at 
two stages of the candidature: the early stage (Pre-Confirmation stage – PCS) and the late stage 
(Thesis review stage – TRS). While the middle stage of the candidature comprises a site of teaching 
and learning in the candidature, the discussion of findings is limited to these two stages of 
candidature as all the student participants in this study are at the early and late stage of the 
candidature. Next, this chapter moves on to propose this study’s contributions and implications for 
the supervision pedagogy in the context of higher education. It concludes with limitations of this 
study and suggestions for further research.  
6.1. Discussion of the findings  
This study examines the knowledge management in supervision meetings to bring about insights 
into pedagogical practices enacted in supervision meetings through addressing three research 
questions. The focus of the discussion of the findings is on research question 3 as the discussion of 
the findings in relation to research question 1 and 2 have been presented in detail in the discussion 
section at the end of chapter 4 (Section 4.4) and chapter 5 (Section 5.4) respectively.  
Research question 1: How do supervisors balance giving guidance and developing student 
autonomy in supervision meetings? 
The examination of the supervisors’ pedagogical practices in chapter 4 has shown that the 
supervisors create a delicate balance between guidance and developing student autonomy through 
the flexibility in performing various actions. These actions include giving guidance and factual 
information, giving feedback with equivocation, providing several options, withholding advice, and 
questioning when the supervisors work with the students at the early stage of the candidature.  They 
give guidance and factual information on issues that involves generic knowledge of doing research. 
When it comes to issues that are specifically related to the students’ theses, they tend to step back 
from giving guidance and factual information. Instead they switch to giving feedback with 
equivocation (Section 4.2.2), providing several options or alternatives (Section 4.2.3), or 
withholding advice (Section 4.2.4). At times, the supervisors ask the students questions to provide 
them opportunities to get engaged in the interactions. When supervising students at the late stage of 
the candidature, the supervisors also exhibit an orientation to the goal of developing students into 
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independent researchers by switching between giving guidance and giving feedback with 
equivocation or providing students with several options. The examination of supervisors’ 
pedagogical practices highlights that equivocation constitutes the balancing act created by 
supervisors when supervising students at both early and late stage of the candidature.  
Research question 2: What evidence is there of students’ orientations towards developing 
skills and knowledge as independent researchers? 
This study has shown that students, at both early and late stage of the candidature, are oriented to 
the goal of learning to become independent researchers. Those who are at the early stage of the 
candidature display their orientations towards developing into independent researchers by taking 
responsibility for their study, voicing their opinions, and demonstrating their knowledge and 
potential capability of doing research. The students at the late stage show their growing 
independence by taking responsibility for their study, voicing opinions, making own decisions, and 
claiming independent knowledge. The analysis of students’ learning highlights that students’ 
orientations towards becoming independent researchers centre on the balance between seeking 
guidance, advice and developing autonomy. However, the students at the early stage tend to 
position themselves as novices and treat their supervisors as experts. Meanwhile those at the late 
stage of the candidature demonstrate their growing independence, positioning themselves in a more 
equal footing with the supervisors.  
Research question 3: What are the characteristics of supervision meetings in the two main 
stages of candidature: the early and late stage?  
Bringing together the findings of the two analytic chapters (Chapter 4 and 5), this study has shown 
various features of the interactions occurring in supervision meetings at the two stages of the 
candidature. These features are locally managed and co-constructed by participants to achieve 
institutionally relevant goals of this higher education context, making supervision meetings 
occasions of institutional interactions, specifically a site of teaching and learning. In this context, 
the supervisors and students work together, being oriented to the goal of supervision with different 
roles in this institutional setting. The supervisors display an orientation to creating the balance 
between giving guidance and supporting autonomy. Meanwhile, the students display an orientation 
to creating a balance between seeking guidance, advice and developing autonomy.  
The interaction between supervisors and students at the early stage of the candidature is marked by 
an asymmetry between supervisors as experts and students as novices. However, the participants’ 
position is not static. This study demonstrates the changing dynamics of positioning in the 
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interaction. On the part of supervisors, they position themselves as experts when they provide the 
students with guidance and factual information to assist them in approaching their research tasks, 
some of which concern framing research questions, conducting pilot studies, and reviewing 
literature. In these cases, the supervisors position the students as novices and needing to be taught. 
As presented in Section 4.2.1, the supervisors give guidance and factual information both solicited 
and unsolicited. In both cases the students position themselves as novices. In the former cases, the 
students’ position as novices is evident in their acknowledgement of the supervisors’ guidance and 
factual information through minimal acknowledgment tokens. In the later cases as illustrated in 
some part of Section 5.2.1, the students’ position as novice is realized through their initiatives in 
learning new words, concepts or factual information, and seeking advice or clarification. The 
students display orientations towards learning to become independent researchers through their act 
of taking initiatives which shows that they take responsibility for their study. As a result, the 
students elicit information and knowledge from supervisors without which they would not have this 
information. This examination demonstrates that the students’ initiatives are treated by the 
supervisors as signs of taking responsibility for the study and also as signs of their degrees of 
independence in the study. Based on these signs, the supervisors build in their talk actions that 
invite the students to get engaged in the interaction, express their ideas, and demonstrate their 
knowledge and potential capabilities, which ultimately enhances student autonomy. Similarly, 
based on the opinions that the students express and the knowledge and capabilities that they 
demonstrate, the supervisors provide their feedback which in turn assists the students with their 
study (see Example 5-11 and 5-12). 
Bringing together the analysis of the supervisors’ actions in Section 4.3 and that of the students’ 
display towards independent researchers in Section 5.3, this study features the dynamics of the 
interaction between supervisors and students at the late stage of the candidature as the interaction 
between colleagues though the positioning is changed and negotiated. Positioning the students as 
independent researchers, the supervisors have a tendency to provide feedback with equivocation or 
providing several options or alternatives (Section 4.3.1 and Section 4.3.2). To do so the supervisors 
create the floor for the students to participate in the interactions. In response, the students take up 
the floor, voicing opinions and claiming independent knowledge. As a result, the students gain the 
position of making own decisions. By doing this, the students position themselves as owners of the 
thesis and display their growing confidence, knowledge and autonomy. The dynamics of the 
interaction at this stage of the candidature are more diverse and complex than this. The students, at 
times, still turn to the supervisors for feedback for the improvement and completion of their theses. 
This is done through their initiatives in bringing up issues, seeking for clarification or advice from 
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the supervisors (Section 5.3.1). The analysis in this section demonstrates that the students while 
seeking advice or clarification from supervisors still confirm their ownership of the thesis and 
display their growing autonomy. Evidence for this lies in the students’ affirmative responses to the 
supervisors’ feedback. Interestingly, the supervisors play a vital role in enabling the students to be 
in a position to resort to the supervisors for their knowledge and expertise and, at the same time, to 
voice their opinions and make their own decisions.  
Section 4.3.3 highlights how flexibly the supervisors balance between giving guidance and develop 
student autonomy. The finding shows that the supervisors give guidance on issues that are supposed 
to be in supervisors’ privileged epistemic domains such as thesis structure, and the presentation of 
aims of the research or gap statements. In doing so, the supervisors utilize their knowledge and 
expertise to assist the students in solving their problems. This is when the supervisors take on their 
roles, repositioning themselves as experts and treating the students as needing guidance. When it 
comes to moments that specific issues are discussed or decisions are to be made then the 
supervisors leave room for the students to decide. For example, in Example 5-20, the supervisor, 
using her knowledge and expertise, affirmatively points out the student’s problem of not including 
one research finding in her draft thesis. She tells the student that “it needs to come in here 
somewhere” (line 381). Though the balancing act is done over multi turns, this single turn reflects 
the high flexibility in switching between giving guidance and stepping back. This is done tacitly just 
at the right time to enable the student to make their own decisions while receiving necessary 
guidance. 
 6.2. Contributions  
This study has demonstrated how the supervisors and students collaboratively construct the 
institutional order of the supervisor-student interaction at the two stages of the candidature. 
Thereby, it shines lights on various claims that have been made in the previous literature on 
supervision which have been mainly based on questionnaires, surveys or interviews, thus reflecting 
the complexity of supervision. It extends the empirical knowledge of supervision pedagogy 
specifically the knowledge about supervisors’ enactment of the balancing act between giving 
guidance and developing student autonomy and students’ orientations and display of learning 
towards independent researchers and provides a resource for designing development training 
programme for supervisors and students.   
Firstly, with the demonstration of how the supervisors flexibly enact the task of balancing between 
giving guidance and developing student autonomy when supervising the students at both stages of 
the candidature, this study is the first to provide empirical evidence for the conduct of the most 
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challenging tasks for supervisors (Delamont, Atkinson, & Parry, 1997; Delamont et al., 1998; 
Manathunga & Goozée, 2007; Overall et al., 2011). The balancing act conducted by supervisors has 
arouse much attention and has been referred to as a dilemma (Delamont et al., 1998)  or the ultimate 
paradox of the doctoral education (Gardner, 2008). Despite the consensus on the challenging nature 
of the balancing act, little empirical research has been done on this. The explications of the 
balancing act has shown that issues under discussion are one of the factors affecting the conduct of 
the act. The supervisors give guidance to issues that involve general knowledge and switch to those 
that are specifically related to student thesis. This finding suggests supervisors and students should 
be aware of the nature of issues under discussion to see whether they are issues that are within 
supervisors’ privileged domains or supposed to be worked out by students. Understanding of how 
the balancing act occurs at a micro level by the closed analysis of turn-by-turn interaction between 
supervisors and students is fundamental to the enhancement of the effectiveness of the supervisory 
interaction as the main goal of this institutional setting is to transform students into independent 
researchers. On the part of supervisors, this understanding provides them a better insight into their 
own interactional repertoires. As a result, they can adjust their actions, responses and repertoires to 
adapt to different contexts, making their interactions in supervision meetings effective. This is 
especially important as reflection on practice is an important tool to enrich and ensure continual 
improvement of the practice (Harris, 2010; Hill, 2002). On the part of students, this understanding 
can help to correct some common misperceptions among students who expect supervisors to 
provide quick solutions to their problems or even to tell them what to do (Wang & Li, 2011). 
Furthermore, the examination of the balancing act suggests that if the balance is to work, students 
have to get engaged actively in the interaction. This can contribute to reduce the overstress on the 
part of supervisors in accomplishing the institutional goals.  
Secondly, this study extends the knowledge about how students’ learning occurs at the doctoral 
level, which is important to the understanding of supervision as learning is considered central in 
supervision (Emilsson & Johnsson, 2007). More importantly, despite the central role of learning in 
this educational context, there exists lack of empirical research conducted from students’ 
perspectives. Therefore, students perceive a lack of role-model learning (Lindén et al., 2011). This 
study brings about a deep insight into students’ learning which is beneficial to both supervisors and 
students. The demonstration of how students take responsibility by their initiatives in bringing up 
issues for discussion makes it visible the act of taking initiatives and its effect on achieving 
successful outcomes of the interactions. A deep insight into this act may help to bridge the gap in 
the mismatch of expectations between supervisors and students, particularly when Western 
supervisors have high expectations of students to take initiatives and independence in the 
169 
 
interaction (Ballard & Clanchy, 1991). In addition, this study demonstrates other ways students 
enact their goals of learning to become independent researchers: voicing opinions, demonstrating 
knowledge and capability, making own decisions and claiming independent knowledge. This 
suggests that students should take an active role in the supervisory interaction as by doing this they 
gain opportunities to elicit knowledge and expertise from supervisors while still developing their 
autonomy. The findings about students’ learning is useful to supervisors in the way that it suggests 
supervisors should view students’ displays of orientations to learning toward independent 
researchers as signs of students’ stages of the candidature. These signs can help supervisors gain a 
better understanding and assessment of students’ needs, for example the extent to which students 
are independent. As a result, supervisors can better adjust their interactional repertoires. This is 
particularly crucial because adaptability and flexibility are key features constituting good 
supervision and no format model of supervision fit all situations in the current context (Wellington, 
2010).  
Thirdly, the empirical findings of this study can be used as a resource for designing development 
training for both supervisors and students adopting the Conversation Analysis Role-play method 
(henceforth CARM) which had its origin in a study of neighbour disputes (Stokoe & Edwards, 
2009). In the context of increased political pressure on research education, supervisors are under 
pressure to improve their practices. Many institutions, in response to these increasing demands, 
have introduced or extended programs for supervisor development. However, what they should 
include is unclear (Pearson & Brew, 2002). The CARM is grounded in conversation analytic 
research and provides an alternative to traditional methods for training and assessing 
communication skills, which are based in role-play or simulation (Stokoe, 2014). According to 
Stokoe (2014), in this kind of training, participants have opportunities to examine communicative 
practices in detail and to gain an insight into what works from a rigorous empirical basis. 
Participants are exposed to the actual activities of anonymised colleagues doing the job that 
participants themselves do. This is particularly useful in the context of PhD supervision meetings, 
as little is known about the actual supervision practice. CARM has proved to be effective in various 
institutional settings such as primary medical care Robinson & Heritage (2014) and speech therapy 
in neurological diagnosis Jenkins & Reuber (2014).  
Following this method, I would design a training workshop as follows: First, I would select extracts 
from research findings about a particular pedagogical supervisory practice (e.g., giving feedback 
with equivocation). In workshops, I would play the audio of these extracts and pause at the point 
where supervisors give feedback. Participants would be asked to discuss likely responses in small 
groups. Then I would resume the audio and play the actual response. Participants can then evaluate 
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different responses and identify effective practice on the basis of what actually happens in real 
interactions. For example, participants can then discuss why supervisors in the audio provide 
feedback with equivocation and what might have happened if they had provided unequivocal 
feedback. Similar training would be developed to enhance preparatory courses or seminars on 
working with supervisors or getting the most out of supervision meetings for PhD students. As a 
result, students participating in these workshops would be provided with opportunities to evaluate 
effective practices for supervision meetings. They can then also understand more about supervisors’ 
pedagogical practices and use this understanding to assist with their interaction with their own 
supervisors.  
There are obvious limitations in both the number and diversity of research participants included, 
due to the sensitivity of the data. In terms of gender, no male students participated in the study. In 
terms of stage of the candidature, no students at the mid-candidature stage participated in the study. 
These limitations suggest further research being conducted with a larger number of participants, of 
greater diversity, and in different universities.  
As presented above, this study demonstrates features constituting the interactions at two different 
stages of candidature: the early and late stage. It is inappropriate to generalise from this small study 
in which the students at the two different stages of candidature are different, but the results suggest 
that the interaction changes during candidature. Therefore, an examination of the developmental 
changes over one student’s entire candidature is out of the scope of this study. This limitation 
suggests a longitudinal study which examines the interaction of groups of supervisors and students 
over their whole candidature.  
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Appendix 1: Participant information form for supervisor participants  
 
 
A Conversation Analysis of PhD supervision meetings 
Participant Information Form 
For supervisors  
Researcher:  Ngoc Thi Bich Nguyen 
  PhD candidate 
  School of Languages and Comparative Cultural Studies 
  The University of Queensland. 
  Mobile phone: 0451228199 
  Email: thi.nguyen44@uqconnect.edu.au 
 
This PhD dissertation project explores the actual interactions between supervisors and PhD students 
at supervision meetings. This research aims to identify the turn-taking system of PhD supervision 
meetings, determine how the talk is sequentially organized in terms of phases during the meetings, 
examine if and how the institutional setting constrains the talk and discover how transition between 
phases is done, and how the sequence organization within each phase is different from one another.   
The research will make certain contributions to the issue of cross-cultural PhD supervision, thus 
improving the practice of supervision of international PhD students in Australia in particular and in 
other English-speaking countries in general. This research is then hoped to provide authentic data as 
a basis for developing comprehensive guidelines to improve supervision practice.  
To do this, I would like to record the actual meetings between you and your PhD students. I would 
be setting up video cameras and audio recorders in the rooms where the meetings take place and 
leaving them running so that we can record both what you do and what you say during each meeting. 
I will make these recording over the next 18 months. I will contact you to get to know about the time 
and place of specific meetings which you agree to allow me to record.  
I will use the video recordings to look closely at how the actual interaction between you and your 
PhD students occurs at different phases of each meeting. Both you and your PhD students will be 
able to see the recorders and will be told when they are switched on and off. I will not use any 
recording with private or sensitive information. You will be able to see the recordings if you want to 
and decide which sections to use or not to use.  
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I will be transcribing both what you and your PhD students say and what you do during the meetings. 
These transcriptions may be used publicly in talks, meetings and in publications, but the recordings 
and computer files will be kept in the researcher’s own password protected laptop. 
I will not use anyone’s real names. The actual recordings will only be watched by myself and my 
supervisory team. I may also show photos from the videos, but if I do, faces will be hidden to avoid 
identification. You will be able to have your own copy of the recordings, if you wish. 
Taking part in this research is completely voluntary, and you can withdraw from the project at any 
time without penalty, including during the recording session. In that case, none of your recordings 
will be used for the research. You will also be asked to sign a consent form if you agree to participate 
in this project.   
 
"The study adheres to the Guidelines of the ethical review process of …. Whilst you are free to 
discuss your participation in this study with project staff (contactable on 0451228199), if you 
would like to speak to an officer of the University not involved in the study, you may contact the 
Ethics Officer of ... on …(within Australia), … (international), or email at ..."  
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Appendix 2: Consent form of supervisor participants  
 
 
A Conversation Analysis of PhD Supervision Meetings 
 
CONSENT FORM  
For Supervisors 
 
Researcher:  Ngoc Thi Bich Nguyen 
  PhD candidate 
  School of Languages and Comparative Cultural Studies 
  The University of Queensland. 
  Mobile phone: 0451228199 
  Email: thi.nguyen44@uqconnect.edu.au 
By signing below, I agree to be recorded on audio and video during the meetings with my PhD 
students for this project. I confirm that I have read and understood the information package, or I 
have had someone read and explain it to me, and in particular I have noted that:  
 I understand that I will be video and audio recorded during supervision meetings over the 
next 18 months.  
 I have had any questioned answered, and I am happy with this.  
 I have had the risks explained to me. 
 I understand that there will be no reimbursement to me for taking part in this research.  
 I understand that taking part in this research is my own choice, and that this will not affect 
any matter at the university.  
 I understand that if I have any more questions, I can contact the research team.   
 I understand that I can withdraw from this research at any time, including during recording, 
without comment or penalty.  
 I understand that I can watch the recordings which I get involved in and decide if they can 
be used in the project or not.  
 I understand that the recordings will be reviewed by the research team. I and my PhD 
students can also view the recordings. No one else will see the video recordings. 
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 I understand that written transcriptions of the recordings, anonymous audio recording and 
anonymised photos from the video may be used for public presentation and publication by 
the research team. 
  I understand that I can contact an Ethics Officer on 3365 3924 if I have any concerns about 
the ethical conduct of the project.  
 
"The study adheres to the Guidelines of the ethical review process of …. Whilst you are free to 
discuss your participation in this study with project staff (contactable on 0451228199), if you 
would like to speak to an officer of the University not involved in the study, you may contact the 
Ethics Officer of ... on …(within Australia), … (international), or email at ..."  
 
 
 
Name of participant : ……………………………… 
Signature   :………………………………. 
Date   :………………………………. 
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Appendix 3: Questionnaire for supervisor participants  
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION OF PARTICIPANT 
FOR SUPERVISORS 
 
As you agree to participate in the research, we would like you to provide us some background 
information.  
- Gender:   
□ Male   □ Female 
- Age range:   
□ 30-40  □ 41-50  □ 51-65        □ over 65 
- Native language: ………………………………………………………………… 
- Length of staying in Australia: …………………………………………………. 
- Main fields of research interests: 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………… 
- School:……………………………………………………………………………. 
- Years of experience in the role of supervisor:………………………………… 
- Approximate time of a supervision meeting:  
□ half an hour   □ 1 hour  □ more than 1 hour  
- Normal place of supervision meetings: …………….. 
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Appendix 4: Participant information form for student participants 
 
 
A Conversation Analysis of PhD supervision meetings 
Participant Information Form 
For PhD students 
Researcher:  Ngoc Thi Bich Nguyen 
  PhD candidate 
  School of Languages and Comparative Cultural Studies 
  The University of Queensland. 
  Mobile phone: 0451228199 
  Email: thi.nguyen44@uqconnect.edu.au 
 
This PhD dissertation project explores the actual interactions between supervisors and PhD students 
at supervision meetings. This research aims to identify the turn-taking system of PhD supervision 
meetings, determine how the talk is sequentially organized in terms of phases during the meetings, 
examine if and how the institutional setting constrains the talk and discover how transition between 
phases is done, and how the sequence organization within each phase is different from one another.   
The research will make certain contributions to the issue of cross-cultural PhD supervision, thus 
improving the practice of supervision of international PhD students in Australia in particular and in 
other English-speaking countries in general. This research is then hoped to provide authentic data as 
a basis for developing comprehensive guidelines to improve supervision practice.  
To do this, I would like to record the actual meetings between you and your supervisors. I would be 
setting up video cameras and audio recorders in the rooms where the meetings take place and 
leaving them running so that we can record both what you do and what you say  during each 
meeting. I will make these recording over the next 18 months. I will contact you to get to know 
about the time and place of specific meetings which you agree to allow me to record.  
I will use the video recordings to look closely at how the actual interaction between you and your 
supervisors occurs at different phases of each meeting. Both you and your supervisors will be able to 
see the recorders and will be told when they are switched on and off. I will not use any recording 
with private or sensitive information. You will be able to see the recordings if you want to and 
decide which sections to use or not to use.  
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I will be transcribing both what you and your supervisors say and what you do during the meetings. 
These transcriptions may be used publicly in talks, meetings and in publications, but the recordings 
and computer files will be kept in the researcher’s own password protected laptop. 
I will not use anyone’s real names. The actual recordings will only be watched by myself and my 
supervisory team. I may also show photos from the videos, but if I do, faces will be hidden to avoid 
identification. You will be able to have your own copy of the recordings, if you wish. 
Taking part in this research is completely voluntary, and you can withdraw from the project at any 
time without penalty, including during the recording session. In that case, none of your recordings 
will be used for the research. You will also be asked to sign a consent form if you agree to participate 
in this project.   
 
 
"The study adheres to the Guidelines of the ethical review process of …. Whilst you are free to 
discuss your participation in this study with project staff (contactable on 0451228199), if you 
would like to speak to an officer of the University not involved in the study, you may contact the 
Ethics Officer of ... on …(within Australia), … (international), or email at ..."  
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Appendix 5: Consent form of student participants 
 
 
A Conversation Analysis of PhD Supervision Meetings 
 
CONSENT FORM  
For PhD students 
 
Researcher:  Ngoc Thi Bich Nguyen 
  PhD candidate 
  School of Languages and Comparative Cultural  Studies 
  The University of Queensland. 
  Mobile phone: 0451228199 
  Email: thi.nguyen44@uqconnect.edu.au 
By signing below, I agree to be recorded on audio and video during the meetings with my 
supervisors for this project. I confirm that I have read and understood the information package, or I 
have had someone read and explain it to me, and in particular I have noted that:  
 I understand that I will be video and audio recorded during supervision meetings over the 
next 18 months.  
 I have had any questioned answered, and I am happy with this.  
 I have had the risks explained to me. 
 I understand that there will be no reimbursement to me for taking part in this research.  
 I understand that taking part in this research is my own choice, and that this will not affect 
any matter at the university.  
 I understand that if I have any more questions, I can contact the research team.   
 I understand that I can withdraw from this research at any time, including during recording, 
without comment or penalty.  
 I understand that I can watch the recordings of myself and decide if they can be used in the 
project or not.  
 I understand that the recordings will be reviewed by the research team. I and my supervisor 
can also view the recordings. No one else will see the video recordings. 
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 I understand that written transcriptions of the recordings, anonymous audio recording and 
anonymised photos from the video may be used for public presentation and publication by 
the research team. 
  I understand that I can contact an Ethics Officer on 3365 3924 if I have any concerns about 
the ethical conduct of the project.  
 
"The study adheres to the Guidelines of the ethical review process of …. Whilst you are free to 
discuss your participation in this study with project staff (contactable on 0451228199), if you 
would like to speak to an officer of the University not involved in the study, you may contact the 
Ethics Officer of ... on …(within Australia), … (international), or email at ..."  
 
 
Name of participant : ……………………………… 
Signature   :………………………………. 
Date   :………………………………. 
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Appendix 6: Questionnaire for student participants  
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION OF PARTICIPANT 
FOR PhD students 
 
As you agree to participate in the research, we would like you to provide us some background 
information.  
- Gender:   
□ Male    □ Female  
- Age range:   
□ 20-30  □ 30-40 □ 41-50 □ 51-65  
- Native language        : ……………………………… 
- Length of staying in Australia: ……………………………… 
- Fields of research                  : …………………………….... 
- School                                    : ……………………………… 
- Stage of the candidature:  
   □ Pre- confirmation   □ mid-candidature  □ thesis- review 
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Appendix 7: Conversation Analysis Transcription Conventions  
The following annotation conventions are adapted from Transcription Conventions in Sidnell, J 
(2010). Conversation analysis: an introduction. United Kingdom: Wiley-Blackwell. 
 
 
[ ] Overlapping talk 
(.)  Short untimed pause 
(2.0)  Intervals timed to one tenth of a second 
= Temporary latched talk  
. Falling or final intonation contour 
? Rising intonation 
,  Continuing intonation 
¿ A rise stronger than a comma but weaker than a question mark 
:: An extension of a sound 
↓ Marked falling shift in pitch  
↑ Marked rising shift in pitch  
◦word◦ Quieter than surrounding talk  
WORD Louder than surrounding talk  
(word) Uncertainty or transcription doubt  
word Emphasis  
>word<  Compressed or rushed talk  
<word> Markedly slowed or drawn talk  
.hhh  Audible inhalations 
((   )) Transcriber’s descriptions of events 
 
 
